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TEACHERS' PAY AND RETIREMENT

THURSDAY, MAY 30, 1974

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
..,`".UliCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C.

The ; ubcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1 p.m., in room 1310,
Longworth House Office Building, the Honorable Ronald V. De llus
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives De Hums (presiding), and Broyhill.
Also present: Robert B. Washington, Jr., chief counsel; James T.

Clark, legislative counsel; Ruby G. Martin, associate counsel; John
Hogan, minority counsel; Joseph Clair, subcommittee counsel, and
Leonard 0. Hiller and Ralph Ulmer, professional staff.

Mr. DELLUMS. Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Toda the
subcommittee %%ill conduct hearings on H.R. 14400 and H.R. 14662,
which are bills to increase the rate of compensation for the District of
Columbia Teachers' salary Act of 1955, and for other purpose..

We will also hear H.R. 13970, which is a bill to amend the act re-
lated to retirement and annuities for teachers in the District of Colum-
bia to increase the annuities payable to retired teachers.

[The bills referred to follow :]

[H.R. 14662, 93d Cong., 2d seas., by Mr. Dellms, on May 7, 19741
A Btu, To authorize the District of Columbia Council to provide for an increase In

compensation for teachers In the District of Columbia, and for other porpoes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Stales of

America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the "Teaehers Salary
Act of 1974".

SEe. 2. (a) The District of Columbia Council (hereinafter referred to as the
"Council"), in accordance s% it h section 406 of Reorganization Plan Numbered :3 of1967, is authorized to adopt any enactment relating to the compensation and re-
tirement matters of teachers in the District of Columbia, a hich prior to the date of
enactment of this Act, sere enacted I* the Congress in the Dist net of Columbia
Teaehers Salary Act of October 21, 1972.

lb) The Board of Education (hereinafter referred to as the "Board") shall on or
before May 1, each year submit recommendations to the offer of the s-
triet of Columbia with respect to the re% ision of the compensatm schedule and
any related matter dealing a it h eimipensat ion or ret amen t, of t cachets m the Dis-t Het of Columbia.

( e) (1) The Commissioner of the District of Columbia (hereinafter referred to
as the "Commissioner") shall on or before July 1 of each y ear, submit his reeon

to the Council With respect to there% ision of the compensation sched-
ule, and any related matter dealing a ith compensation or retirement of teachersin the 1)istrict of Columbia.

12) The Council shall enact a comprellensi% e revision of the compensation
seliedule for teachers by July 1, 1974, a hich shall pro% ide fur increases in compen-
sation of at least 13 per maxim for each salary classification,

(1)
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Beginning with 1975, the Board of Etic:11nm all, by March 1 of each ear'
submit to the Commis:loner the following:

1/4A) The percentage rate of the cost -of -lit ing change since the effectil t. date
of the last ref Won of the elnnpl'Illt ion ,C114Allk adopted 1is .110 Couucii With
respect to the teacher: of the District of Columbia.

I3) The results of a study comparing compensation of teachers in the
District of Columbia IA) teachers of comparable size (I3) teachers of juris-
dictions in the metropolitan area, and (C) a repiesentatke sample of :similar
occupations m prk ate industry located in the metropolitan area.

Cl With resin ct to each class or member, the chau,v in rate of compen-
sation which mould be required if cost of hl ing and comparability factors
-were weighed t5

The Commission( r submit the information .submitted to him by the Board
of the Council along with his recommendations with respect to compensation
katal other related matters) of teachers of the District of Columbia.

Si,. 3. In order to pro% bit, for additional re emit, to meet additional expendi-
tures rt milting from a compensation inert ase adopted by teachers, Cie Council,
in aecortlance with section 400 of Reorganization Plait Numbered 3 of 1907, is
auti,orized to change the rate of taxes imposed under:

(1) The District of Columbia Income and Franchise Act of 1947,
42) The District of Columbia Sales Tax Act,
(3) The District of Columbia Use Tax Act,
14) The District of Columbia Cigarette Tax Act,
(5) The District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act,
16) The Act of April 23, 1924 (relating to motor fuel tax),
(7) Title U of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, and
,S) Any other Act of Congress imposing it tax solely in the District of

Columbia.
TITLE II

TLACHER CERTIFIC.1TIOX

Each member of TSA-15 shall be issued a file -year teaching certificate. Re-
wals are dependent upon application and six or more hours of appropriate

crt tin earned during the preceding fit e-year period. The Board of Education of
tlit District of Colunibla shall establish appropriate rules, regulations, and
retina( nit tits to fully implement this title. The effectri.c date is September 1, 1974.

TITLE III
ArrnxnANcr:

Suet hill 103i1)1A)t3) of Public Law 92-518 is amended by deleting ND)
ittendative officer ur (E) child labor inspector". The abed e-cited class of t
pluyits shall meet the gent ral requirements established undtr section 103 or the
Act. The re shall be established a category of employees designated "Attendance
Auks- w ho shall meet require ment, to be established 1,3 the Board in imple-
menting this title.

[H.R. 14400, 93d Cong., 2d gess., by Mr. Fraser, on Apr. 25, 1974]
A BILL To authorize the District of Columbia Coma II to (mottle for an Increase In
compensation for teachers and others in the District of Columbia, and for other purpom-,

(hac1«1 by the &nal( and House of Reprciintatims of the United Slates of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited 84 the "Teaeht rs
Salary Act of 1974".

Sr... 2. .a) The District of Columbia 0)(11,61 is authorized to adopt any enact-
ment relating to the compensation 44 educattimal per -ousel in tho District 4 if

C41111m,iimma which prior to the date of enactment of this Act was enacted by the
Congress in the District of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1955.

to The 13oard of Education of the District of Columbia shall, on or before .Jul
1974. submit its recommendations to the Council with respect to the revision of
the eonmensation schedule, effectie September I, 1974, and any related matter
dealnig with eminipensation of thost, ptrsuns paid utak r the Teachers' Salary Act
of 19.55.

ic, The Council shall enact by August I, 1974, a comprehenske re% ision of the
cutup, b -at ion schedules for person: whose pay is :et bi the Teachers' Salary Act
of 1955. which shall pro% ide for increases in compensation effectie September 1,
1974, of at least thirteen percent above the current rate.

7
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Src 4. In order to provide for additional revenue to meet additional expendi-
tures resulting from a compensation increase adopted under this Act, the Coun. li
is authorized to change the rate of the taxes imposed under

(I) the District of Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of 1947,
(2) the District of Columbia Sales Tax Act,
(3) the District of Columbia Use Tax Act,
(4) the District of Columbia Cigarette Tax Act,
(3) the District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act,
(6) the Act of April 14, 1924 (relating to motor fuel tax),
(7) title V of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, and
S) any other Act of Congress imposing a tax solely in the District of

Columbia.

[MR. 13970, 93d Cong., 2d sess., by Mr. Broyhill, on Apr. 4, 1974]

DIU To amend the Act relating to retirement annuities for ie.whers In the District ofColumbia to Increase the annuity payable to retired teachers

Ile it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the Crated States of
America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Act, entitled " An Act for the
retirement of public school teachers in the District of Columbia", approved
August 7, 1946 (D.C. Code, sec 31 -725) is amended by adding at the end thereofthe following:

" tern) Nothwithstanding any other provision of this Act, other than this
ubsection, the monthly rate of annuity payable under this section shall not be
less than the smallest primary insurance amount, including any cost-of-living
increase added to that amount, authorized to be paid front tone to time undertitle II of the Social Security Act.

"(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, other than this sub-
section, the monthly rate of annuit payable under this section to a surviylog
child shall not be less than the smallest primary insurance amount, including Lay
cost -of- living increase added to that lawsuit, authorized to be paid from time totitan under title II of the Social Security Act, or three times such primary insurance
amount divided by the number of surN iving children entitled to an annuity,
whichever is the lesser.

3) The provisions oi this subsection shall not apply to an annuitant or to a
survivor who is or beco.aes entitled to receive from the United States, or the
District of Columbia, an annuity or retired pay under any other civilian or military
retirement system, benefits under title II of the Social Security Act, a pension,
veterans' compensation, or any other periodic payment of a similar nature, when
the monthly rate thereof, is equal to ur greater than the smallest primary insurance
amount, including any cost -of -lip ing increase added to that, amount, authorized
to be paid from time to time under title II of the Social Security Act.

" (4) An annuity payable from the teachers' retirement and annuity fund to a
former teacher, which is based un a separation occurring prior to October 20, 1969,
is increased by $240.

"(5) In lieu of any increase based on an increase under paragraph (4) of this
subsection, an annuity payable from the teachers' retirement, and annuity fund
to the surviving spouse of a teacher or annuitant, which h. based on a separation
occurring prior to October 20, 1969, shall be increased by $132.

"iii) The monthly rate of an annuity resulting from an increase under paragraph
(4) or (3) shall be considered as the monthly rate of annuity payable under sub-
.ection ta) for purposes of computing the minimum annuity under subsection(e).".

Syn. 2 This Act shall become effective on the date of enactment. Annuity in-
creases under this Act shall apply to annuities which continence before, on, or
after the date of enactment of this Act, but no increase in annuity shall be paid for
any period prior to the first da3 of the first month NN Nell begins on or after the
ninetieth day after the date of enactment of this Act, or the date on N% hich the
annuity commences, whichever is later.

Mr. DELLL'MS. I would like to state to the subcommittee, in the
near future there will be hearings on a bill to create a university for
the District of Columbia. Those ishing to submit statements for the
record should contact Leonard Hilder or Mrs. Martin, associate
counsel, District of Columbia.

We will call our first witness, the Honorable Walter E. Washington.
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STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER E. WASHINGTON, MAYOR-COMMIS-
SIONER OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; ACCOMPANIED BY
DONALD H. WEINBERG, DIRECTOR OF PERSONNEL, AND COMER
S. COPPIE, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR BUDGET AND FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT

Mayor WASHINGTON. I have with me Donald II. Weinberg, Director
of Personnel, and Mr Coppie, who will be able to deal with the details
of the bill. With your permission I will proceed.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this
opportunity- to appear in support of the draft bill submitted b3 the
government of the District of Columbia to crease the salaries of
b

h
istrict of Columbia teachers and school officers.

DRAFT OF LEGISLiTION

I mould like to call the committee's attention to the fact that the
city is proposing this draft legislation' at a time m hen the collectit e
bargaining process is going on betmeen the Board of Education and
the Washington Teachers' Union. Presently, the Federal NIediation
and Conciliation Service is attempting to reconcile the issues of a
longer school day of 45 minutes and a proposed pay increase.

Ideally, the Distrn t government prefers to submit proposals for
pay increases at the conclusion of the collective bargaining process
and the Congress in the past has requested that the city and tlw
unions reconcile their differences before coining to it.

However, we recognize the legitimate concern of this a ommittee fur
Dist officers &District of Columbia teachers and school o ...cers and their sue to
receive fair and just compensation.

We appreciate the w;Ilingness of this committee to cooperate m ith
us and the Board of Education b:t agreeing to postpone the hearing
scheduled for Ma3, 22, 1994. Unfortunately, the postponement did
not result in an agreement. So, we are in the posture «e mere in on
May 22.

PROPOSED PAY INCREASE

Mr. Chairman, I will now discuss the quegtion of the justified let el
of 1)113 increase for District of Columbia teachers anti school officers.

The District of Columbia government is proposing a 10-percent
adjustment in the basic salaries for District of Columbia teachers and
school officers. This proposal is based on two .guides which have
provided a consistent basis foi sound magi adutimstiation in the past.

First, that the minimum salaries for District of Columbia public
school teacher:, should be significantIt !light,' than minimum saltines
paid by school s. stems in the Washington metropolitan area and the
maximum salaries for District public school leachers should be close
to the highest paid in the area and the salaries fur District school
officers should be close to the highest salaries paid 113 school s.t stems
in the Washington metropolitan area.

Second, as a guide, that the salaries of District of Columbia school
teachers and officers should be in fat oi able competitit pusi-

Subsequently introduced as II. R. 151D.
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tion with those of the Nation's 29 largest cities, particularly those
cities that are likely to recruit personnel from the same areas as the
District, such as, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Baltimore, and New York.

Ct-iniEsT COMPETITIVE SALARY POSITION OF DISTRICT TEACHERS
WITII TEACHERS IN SURROUNDING JURISDICTIONS

In our opinion, a 10-percent increase in the salaries of District
teachers and school officers recognizes both the changes which are
currently taking place in school systems in the surrounding jurisdic-
tions, as well as the need of maintain the integrity of the 5-percent
increase previded for teachers and school officem in September 1972.

We have been able to hold our salary advantage in comparison to
salaries paid beginning teachers by the six school systems in the su-
rounding jurisdicems even though the 1973-74 school year will bo
the 13th consecutive year that most or all of the s\ stems ha e increased
teachers' salaries.

The adjustment we are proposing will provide District of Columbia
teachers and school officers with levels of compensation that are ap-
propriate and fair and assure that they retain the comi.etitie salary
advantage in the 1974-75 school year which they now enjoy.

We have been advised that salary adjustments are contemplated
locally ranging from 4.9 percent in Fairfax County, Va., to a high of
10 percent in Arlington.

If these increases are placed into effect as proposed, our salary
advantage in several of these jurisdictions would drop to less than
$100. Therefore, the 10-percent adjustment would move the District's
starting salary for a bachelor degree teacher to $9,650 and thereby
maintain the desired advantage we believe necessary to recruit quality
teacher graduates.

By enactment of a 10-percent increase, District teachers would
retain their position in first place locally and the minimum salaries
for District of Columbia public school teachers would be significantly
higher than minimum salaries paid by school s3 steins in the Washing-
ton Metropolitan area.

NATIONAL COMPETITIVE POSITION

With regard to the national competitive position, the District's
policy concerning its competitive position with the Nation's 29 largest
cities provides that we should be at or near the highest in comparison
to minimum salaries paid to teachers with a bachelor's degree.

Currently, the District is the fifth place in comparison with these
large urban school t%) stems exceeded by New York, Philadelphia, and
Chicago. If salaries are adjusted by 10 percent, the District would bo
ranked second nationally, exceeded only by Chicago paying
$10,000. The proposal of a minimum of 13 percent would not give the
District any better competitive advantage.

Mr. Weinberg, the director of the District of Columbia Personnel
Office, will provide an anal3:,is of our local and national competitive
positions in chart form, if you so desire.



6

COST OF 10 PERCENT PAY INCREASE

We estimate the 10-percent adjustment, effective January 1, 1975,
will cost approximately $6.6 million. The District Government can
fund such an increase mithin the fiscal 3 ear 1975 financial plan.

What we have done in our financial plan throughout a series of
hearings by this committee and the Senate «fflimitteeand I think
the school board and teachers at that time had a legitimate con( ern
because in most cases our salary ilicrezt:u, coining after negotiations
were left to funding by taxation and it appeared that this condition
always left the teacher, and police and firemen in a rather maul tunate
position in the sense that the tax was related to their increase.

What we did this time within the resources available to us. was to
create a reser( e so that in anticipation of the increases that ((e deemed
would cow dm( n the line of course, y ou cannot ahticipate certain
accelerations in the cost of living, but ((e did make that en honest
try to make that provision and that is ((hat 1 am speaking of ((hen
1 say that it is within the 1975 financial plan.

We tried to put it into the appropriations process so that they ((mild
indeed be treated us other employ ees in the Government and not lugs
that taxation factor facing us. I hope that that is the situation still.

COST OF 13 PERCENT PAY INCREASE

We estimate the cost of a 13 percent salary increase proposed in
H.R. 14400 and H.R. 14662 to be approximately $14.3 million. This
cannot be funded within the fiscal rear 1975 financial plan.

I believe that the future is much brighter concerning the place for
public education in this city and I look forward to the continued close
relationship with the board of education and the superintendent as
well as the teachers who continue to diligently strike to make our
educational system the best urban school system in the country.

I will go on believing that we still, hopefully , can reconcile matters
that are before the board and the teachers' union. Parenthetically,
also, Mr. Chairman, I would point out that the District government
is in a rather precarious situation in the sense that the board and the
teat hers' union are principals in the negotiations and we are kind of
sitting there waiting. to finance what they come up with and not
actually parties in this, but the fact that the committee wishes to
move forward, we are presenting to you our views, although we are
not a part of the specific negotiations, except to the extent that we
are invited to participate.

I think, Mr. Chairman, from my previous statement, I have tried
to set the matter in its partial context, and thank y ou for the oppor-
tunity to make this statement.

Mr. Weinberg and Mr. Coppie, the special assistant for budget
and financial management, have statements and are available to
answer your questions.

Mr. bELLuAts. I thank you for your remarks, Mr. Mayor. I have a
call and we will take 5 minutes to answer a rolleall and return and
proceed without any objection.

[Brief recess.]
DELLUMS. I thank 3 ou for your patience, and Mr. Weinberg

may proceed.

11.
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Mayor WASHINGTON. Do you have any questions for me?
Mr. DELLUIIS. You have to leave at this point?
Mayor WASHINGTON. Whatever you suggest.
Mr. DEmants. In the event you have to leave, I will ask a few

questions.
ausTiric.vriox FOR PAY INCREASE

We base our questions on a report we received entitled, "Statement
of Purpose and Justification for Increasing Salaries of D.C. Teachers
and School Officers."

On page 9 of your report you state the following:
We believe that if the integrity of collective bargaining is to be preserved, the

longer school day must be negotiated in consideration of any further adjustment
in the salary levels for teachers and that the issue must not be taken out of the
context by enactment of legislation which would only consider pay.

By thi4, 3 ou are not suggesting that the Congress become involved
in the contract. negotiations, so my question is, are you suggesting
that the Congress hold this matter in abeyance until ntrth:t
negotiations are complete?

Mayor WASHINGTON. We are here in that middle position with the
negotiations going on, and we feel that on both sides the teachers
and the administration board that they have been in negotiation for
a good period of time, and we felt that perhap., that item or those
items should be resolved in negotiation.

On the other hand, we, with one other understanding, and that is
that Congress k the ultimate consideration in these matters and v hat
we want to do and what our position is, basically, that there is an
agreement and that we can move a bill forward in the interests of the
teachers and the officers.

You must understand where we are and that is that xxe hope they
could reconcile the differences so that our responsibilit3 to move the
legislation would be ratan t and we could mow, together and that is
where we come out and move together in the interests of all parties
and I think that is where we are.

Mr. DELLVMS. Thank you. On page 11 of the same report, you
state that the District 'government cannot place itself in a position
concerning salary adjustments which would commit it to a cost of
living or to program, depending on which ststem equates more favor-
ab13 with the cmplo3 ees and provide higher increases in an particular
year. By system, I assume 3 ou mean the school systems in this area?

Mayor WASHINGTON. That is correct.
Mr. DEI.1.1.S. Then would 3011 suppoi t the cost-of-living increases

comparability with Government, since there is no question that
Federal salary levels have a direct impact on the cost of living in those
areas?

Mr. WEINBERG. First of all, with your permission, the basis for this
is based on the still e s done b3 Bureau of Labor Statistic s Department
called a professional administration technical survey.

The General Accounting Office has increased the amount. It is
labed on comparable levels for key jobs found in the private sector.

Placing any system in either use, purely cost of living or compara-
bility in the long run does a disservice to the cmplo3ees. Ineret,e:, for
teachers has, since r A, totaled 53.1 percent.

12



8

Similar pay int ceases for classified jobs have in( reased 41 percent,
so there is a 14- percent different e in favor of the temlwrs. During the
period of the early 1960's, the cost of living was moving at a 3 or 4
percent rate, 3 et the salaries fur teat hers were moving at a rate of 10
to 15 percent. Had we used cost of liing at that time. we would have
been out of the market as far as our competitive positions are
concerned.

That does not give any kind of rationale. The Mayor indicated in
his statement we have two positions we use, the comparability with
local jurisdictions and comparability with 29 large cities.

We are also picking up any adjustments that could have been made
in cost of living or in using their methods. It might be with the Stand-
ard Industrial Code.

We think one or the other just won't provide the necessary system
needed to have a rational basis of wage administration.

Mayor WAsIIINGTON. I think the undergirding point there that
Mi. Weinberg makes in the analysis is that the :system we have used
has been a favorable one to the teacher:, That does not preclude an-
other system, but experience over that period of time

preclude
demon-

strated this.
SALARIES IS SURROUNDING AREAS

Mr. DELLimIs. M3- third question; in your testimony, you suggest
that the District should have the highest starting salaries of any
other school in this area. According to your data, 1974 and 1975,
starting.teachers salaries fur Fairfax and Alexandria are not known.

Is is hkel3 that 3 our proposed 10-percent increase or the increases
fur one or both of these systems w ould place them ahead of the
District, as far as you know?

Mayor WASHINGTON. I had some reference to that in terms of what
we knew at this time to be the proposals in those jurisdictions.

Mr. DELLums. This is w here you talk about the potential average
in the area?

Mayor WASHINGTON. That is right.
Ms. MARTIN. In your testimony, you say that the salaryon page 3

of 3 our testimony you said in Arlington there is a possibility of a
high of 10 percent.

Going back to the black book, you said has the report in it, the
Arlington salaries for 1973 and 1974 is $8,217.

I agree with your bask premise that the teachers' starting salary
has to be higher than the surroundina area, but wouldn't that Arlington
salal3 be higher and isn't it possible that the Fairfax salaries would
be higher than the 10 percent 3 ou are proposing for the District?

Mayor WASHINGTON. According to the analysis. I don't think so.
Mr. WEINBERG. Right now w e hate a competitive advantage of

about $500. If Arlington salaries increase 10 percent. then there Mold('
be eer3 likelihoodand that would be $9,555- that would then
exceed the $8,770 that we now pay.

If w e add the 10 percent of 59,650. We 11 ill see that we will then
return to the tompetiti% e ad antage of being .approximately S600
beyond that of the next highest paying jnrisdn bon, which would be
Arlington, $9.555.

It ha, been considered in oul comparative data. We would point
this out in the chart and, as 3 on can see, we are showing the 1974-75
rates. Arlington, $9,555, the District, S8.770, and the proposal we

13
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have meets the salary of having a salary advantage over the next.
highest school jurisdiction.

Without it, we would be ahead by only $100 of w hat, the jurisdiction
mould pay in the area and that is not the kind of salary ath mange w e
think we should have.

Ms. MARTIN. Do you know if $500 is competitive in terms of getting
teachers?

Mr. WED:BERG. Several years ago we made a study of the colleage
gran:uates in education. We asked a number of questions. It might
have been some kind of a negatil e question. We said, "Where would
you like least to teach?" They said, "The District of Columbia,"
and then we asked why.

After we found out m hat the priorities were, the salary was about
fourth on the list and we asked what salary they w anted and they
indicated, at that time, that anywhere between $500 and $700 they
felt was a salary advantage.

It does not pick up some of the costs of transportation and other
things that the District does not provide. We have been competitive
and we are competitive nationally.

We think that we are retaining good people and we believe that
we have the ability to recruit and he selective.

Ms. MARTIN. Can I clarify one point? I want to be sure that I
understand in your report that $9,555 that you have listed for Arling-
ton under 1974-75, is that or is that not a correct figure?

Mr. WEINBERG. That is correct, according to our discussions with
Arlington.

Ms. MARTIN. Does that include the anticipated 10 percent?
Mr. WEINBERG. Yes. Arlington pays currently $8,217.
Ms. MARTIN. Thi', includes their anticipated 10-percent increase?
Mr. WEINBERG. Yes.

FINANCING

Mr. DELI CMS. Thank you. I might say I think in your opening
remarks, you alluded to this and I would like to have it for the record
in 1975 costs of these city's proposal, a 10-percent increase mould be
$6.6 million.

Is this money available in the 1975 budget request now pending
before Congress? Is this amount specifically identified in that budget?
Are there amo,.nts specifically to pay both the proposed teacher and
police and firemen's increases, and w hat would be the total in 1975
costs as you estimate at this point?

Mayor WASHINGTON. Mr. Coppie can give you a total, but I
would like to speak to it in general terms first.

What we did in our 1975 plan, M hick is not before the tw o Appro-
priations Committees, was to create a reserve in anticipation of the
pay increases coming down from the police and fire and teachers.

Whether or not that amount is a specific amount for each category,
but it is a total amount for all three of them. It is in the budget, it is
in the financial plan as a reserve.

We hope it stays that way in the appropriation area. The exact
amount, NEI.. Chairman, we can give you.

Mr. COPPIE. Mr. Chairman, one technical distinction I want to
make as between the budget and the financial plan. As the Mayor
pointed out, an amount has been reser\ ed in our financial plan for
1975 and that amount is $21 million for projected salary increases
for all District employees.
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We have not specifically divided that between and among the
various components. Not all the salary increases are known, but the
city has proposed an increase for police and fire that will cost $11.5
Million for 1975, and the city has proposed an increase in teachers'
that 1% ill cost $6.6 million and ue anticipate that there M ill be some
absorbtion by the operating departments.

We believe that the reserve %%ill be sufficient to sustain the total
requirements being proposed by the city in 1975.

It is not in the budget. It is in the financial plan. Once the authori-
zation takes place, we would propose that it be appropriated in a
supplemental budget request for the 1975 fiscal vear.

Nub -equently, the District Government submitted the following
letter regarding funding and financial proposals for the District.]

DisnucT Or COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1974.

CHARLE$ C. DIGGS, JR.,
Chairmah, Committee on the District of Columbia, r.S. !louse of Representatives,

Room 220S, Rayburn Building, Washington, D.C.
Dt.mt Mn. CHAIRMAN . I wish to inform you of my- proposals fur meeting addi-

tional funding requirenonts fur the District of Columbia Go% eminent for Fiscal
Year 1975.

ApproNinutt ly $31.7 million in additional General Fund resources st ill be
needed. That amount includes the added cost., associated with the salary in-
ert ase, for city police officers, firemen, and teacher:, authorized by Public Lan
93 4S7. Tin remainder of the 1975 requirement is primarily the result of unantic-
Matt d 'implemental spending needs and reduced resources from local collections.
The best recent financial plan for 1975 is attached for your review.

1 ani proposing that the additional funding be pro% ided from three sources. (1)
the Federal pay na (2) surplus re% enues in two special funds, and (3) sit% ings
from limitation.: on expenditure.: by District agencies.

Tin 1975 Appropriation, Act tor the District (P. L. 93 -405) appropriated $221.2
Million of tin '',230 'Minim Federal payment authorized for the current fiscal year.
Appropriation of the remaining $8.6 million will be req,uested as part of the Dis-
trict (io% eminent', supplemental budget request for Fiscal Year 1975.

About $4.9 million can be made a% ailable to meet Central Fluid requirement..."
from the tstimated surplus in two special funds, the Highway Fund and the
Sanitary St w.igt Works Fund. I plan to submit to the City Council legislation to
authorize the tea of those funds. Such legislation will fall within the authority of
the elected City Council that will take office January 2, 1975.

The 1I land of the 1975 financing requirement will la made mailable from
e-tulting from a strict itritgram of limitation, on hiring, promotions, paid

ti mine, and t xpenditures for almost all supplies, :as% ices, and equipment.
1:,tabh,ht d Ity Commissioner's Order 74 202, that program is eft pected to y field
$1S million iii ".4% bugs. Impro eint tits in itrtaltietiity will be t niphasized to help
t it,art that adz quatt le% els of sin ice deli% cry will be maintained w bile the spend-
ing rt -4 fiction-. art w force. The t rail hrugra m goals reflected in the 1975 Appro.
prutt ion, Act will cominue to be supported during the heal year.

Th, limitation, hat t In I 11 iutptn d iu addition to the requirement
t hat 1)i -met laic, absorb an .1% erage of 30 percent of the cost of employ cc pay
raise, for Fiscal Year 1975.

Tin *4 financing proposal, nu I t the requirements of Section 461 of Public Law
93 107. That prod -inn require, that the rt al property tax rate fur 1975 he set at
tht tI in t1 d to produce rt %emit of at lea-tt $146 nullotn unless a reduction
lalaw that .1111441111i 1, 441%4 4. by additional rt. 1111l`; from increases in other local
Lou " or by added soul% ts prodded through rt progrwomitor. ur rt.:Mite:it' s. I
hat rt rollout milt d that tht tai rate remain at 53.32 pt r $100 of te.sessed

.1 11%11 that It y it Id an estimattll 8132 million in reentits with all real
prop( rut --cd :1:i percent of markt t NAM'. The cliff( relict in re% time, will
la 'nitro than off-t t by the funding proposal, I have described here.

I la lie% e thew additional financing proposals represent a responsible and
workalth aiiproaeli to met ting the District s requirements during Fiscal Year
1975.

Sincerely yours,

15
WALTER E. WASHINGTON,

Mayor-Commissioner.
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUANCE SYSTEM,

October 2, 1974.
COMMISSIONER'S ORDER 74-202

Subject: Limitations on Personnel and Other Obligations
Originating agency: Office of Budget and Financial Management

By virtue of the authority ested in inc by Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1967,
it is hereby ordered that:

I. Purpose. This Order imposes limitations on personnel and selected other
obligations as a means of ensuring the financial integrity of the District of Colum-
bia Government during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973. Unanticipated fund-
ing requirements for the current year and a reduction in expected resources from
the Federal payment and local collections have resulted in the need for additional
funding mailability. The expenditure limitations and controls imposed by this
Order will pros ide additional resources while maintaining the orderly deli% ery of
public services.

II. Imposdion of Limitations. The following limitations do not apply to em-
ployee %%Rhin grade salary increases or to employee pay increases authorized by
law.

Limitations are hereby imposed on the following expenditure categories.
A. Personnel Appointments. No appointment, including movement of

employ ees b qween District agewies, shall be made to a permanent or
temporary position paid in whuie or in part from appropriated funds, in-
cluding general revenue sharing funds, until further notice. Promotions to
a vacant position at a higher grade arc also prohibited.

Employees may be reassigned within an agency at the same grade level.
Employ co, tming un temporary appointment against authorized permanent
positions may be con% crted to permanent status pro% ided that there is no
increase in grade level.

Commitments to fill vacant positions shall be exempt front this restriction
in those cases whi-e a reporting date has bee-1 established on ur before
October 4, 1974.

B. Position Classifi:alions. No action shall be taken to classify upward a
permanent ur tempur..ry position paid in u hole or in part from appropriated
funds, until further notice. This prohibition dues not apply to the upward
classificatiunuf a position %% hen a competent classification appeal authority
has determined that such an upward classification is warranted.

If the certification date un the classification action is October 4, 1974, or
earlier, that action may he processed.

C. Supplies, Materials, Equipment, and Consultant Services. No additional
obligations of appropriated funds shall be made for the purchase of any sup-
plies, materials, ur equipment items, for consultant ser% ices contracts, fur
space rental, ur for employee training. The following purchases shall be
exempt, prodded that they can be funded %%ithin the funding limits imposed in
accordance with Part IV of this Order.

(1) Indispensable purchases, namely. food, fuel, drugs and medical
supplies

(2) Water purification and sewage pollution control materials and
sanitary landfill materials

(3) Contract services necessary to accomplish present health and
welfare program purposes

(4) Consultant services contracts such as architecturall and engineer-
ing services funded from capital outlay appropriations.

Commitments to purchase supplies, materials, equipment and to enter
Into contracts for consultant sem ices made prior to October 4, 1974, shall be
exempt from the limitation.

D. Tract. No additional obligations shall be made fur purposes of +ravel
and transportation excluding travel funds fur mandatory automobile alluu-
ances. Commitments for travel made prior to October 4, 1974, shall be exempt
from the limitation.

E. Overtime. Nu additional obligations shall be made for purposes of paid
usertime except for uniformed policemen, firemen, correctional officers, and
employees uithin the irious institutions of the Department of Human
Resources.

16
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III. Requests for Exemptions. To request an exemption from the obligation
limitations imposed by this Order, the agency head shall make the request on the
appro% ed form to the Director of the Office of Budget and Financial Management.
The request shall include. la) a description of the circumstances necessitating the
proposed exemption, (1)) funding requirements related to the exemption, and uc)
detailed budgetary information, including personnel and other data, associated
with the exemption. Request forms may be ubtaint d from the Office of Budget
and Financial Management.

In rce ices ing requests fur exemptions to personnel limitations, the Office of
Budget and Financial Management will gie e special consideration to requests to
place person,' employed under the Public Employ Until t Program into permanent
positions.

The agencies and Departments shall make no obligations until the requested
exemption is approecd in writing by the Director of the Office of Budget and
Financial Management. When cult rgency situations make it unpihsible to obtain
prior approval for the exemption, full information shall be submitted to the
Director of the Office of Budget and Financial Management as soon as possible
after the obligations has c been made in order for a disbursement to be :diem ed.

IV. Implementation of Limitations. To implement the expenditure limitations
imposed by t hi- Order, the Director of the Office of Budget and Financial Manage-
ment shall make the necessary adjustments in the agency apportionments for
fiscal year 1973. tpun being notified of the adjustments, each agency shall re% use
the appropriate financial reports, as requested by the Office of Budget and Fi-
nancial Managonent. Each agency Aall also pros ide requested data on s acant
positions to the Office of Budget and Financial Management.

V. Superseding of Prior Overtime Limitation. The limitation on oeertime un-
posed by Part II of this Order supersedes the limitation imposed by Commissioner's
Order No. 74-1 of January 3, 1974.

VI. Effective dale. This Order shall become effective October 4, 1974.
WALTEG WASHINGTON.

Mayor-Commissioner.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT-PROJECTED CASH FLOW, FISCAL YEAR 1975

110 thousands of dollars]

General
fund

Highway
fund

Water
fund

Sanitary Metropolitan
sewage area sanitary
works sewage

fund works fund
Total alt

funds

OPERATING EXPENSES

Estimated funds available:
Opening cash balance 19,811 2.858 (1,316) 4,735 330 26,418
Revenues:

Collections (unofficial) 549, 190 34,145 14, 370 16,190 100 613, 995
Federal payment recom-

mended 221, 260 3, 200 2,400 226, 800
Revenue sharing (old avail-

ability) 3, 500 3, 500
Revenue sharing (new avail-

ability) 27, 469 27,469

Total, estimated funds
available 821,170 37,003 16,254 23.325 430 898,182

Estimated funds required:
Opening accounts payable 106.968 2, 483 2.079 1,166 112, 696
Budget recommended 799,487 35,330 15,922 17,789 197 868,725
Reserve for budget sup plementals 4, 500 300 100 100 5, 000
Reserve for fiscal year 1975 new

pay raises l 40. 319 1, 611 855 1,178 30 43, 993
Closing accounts payable (98, 431) (3,724) (1,688) (1,906) (22) (105, 771)

Total, estimated funds required. 852.843 36.000 17.268 18.327 205 924, 643

Estimated closing cash balance (31, 673) 1,003 (1,014) 4,998 225 (26, 461)

:See the following information:
Police and fire (16 percent July I. 1974, less absorption of $400 agreed to by police department) $18.1
Teachers (10 percent -Sept. I. 1974, and 3 percent -Jan. I , 1975, less 30percent absorption)._ 9. 7
Wage board (9 percent-Nov. 1, 1974, less 30perot absorption) 3.4
General (5.6 percent-Oct. I, 1974, less 30-percent eisorption). 7.9
Other classes-various dates and percent less 30percot absorption 1.3

Total 40.4
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STATEMENT OF MAYOR WALTER E. WAsitiNarnxOCTOBER 2, 1974

I ha% e t oda% transmitted to the City Council a financial plan to meet funding
requirements for the city gu% eminent fur the balance of the 1975 Fiscal Year.

The plan calls for actions on three areas to pro% ide a total of $31.7 million to
meet our FY 1975 obligations. These actions %%ill enable us to meet the District
Go% ernment's conunitment to the citizens of this cit3 to keep local taxes at
present levels %%bile maintaining essential municipal ser% ices.

Under this financial plan all taxes %%wild remain at current levels, including
the real estate rate of $3.32 per $100 of assessed valuation.

The three part plan calls for the following actions:
1. A series of economy measures to sate approximately $18 million in operating

costs through the balance of the fiscal 3 ear are being put into immediate effect.
An appeals mechanism is pro% ided to insure the maintenance of t iLd zun ices.

2. Surplus funds totaling $4.9 million from the 111glma3 Fund and tlw Sanitary
Sc'.'. age NVorks Fund %%ill be shifted to the General Fund. Legislation %%ill be
needed to carry out this proposal.

3. A supplemental request %%i11 be sent to the Congress to appropriate the $8.8
million balance in the authorized annual Federal Pat mein fur the riff! ent }ear.

These measures pro% ide us %%ith a responsible and %%orkable approach to meet
the city's funding requirements.

1 ant specificall3 e Mn ipting from purchase restrictions such indispensilde items
as food, fuel, drugs, hater and sanitation supplies, health and %%elfare program
cunt acts and capital outlay expenditures for architectural and engineer services.

1 ha% e also du, eel ed t hat the operations of the city's human rest purees histitutunts
will be Ahmed to operate outside the limitations of the %Twain* order to the
extent necessary to maintain vital services.

sIra DELEEMs. Thank 3 ou very much. That concludes my questions.
I would like to recognize the presence of m distinguished colleague,
Mr. Bros hill, w ho is not a member of the committee but has a bill,
and we deeply appreciate his attendance.

Mr. BROYHILL. I %%OHM rather hear more of the testimony. I w on't
detain the Mayor. I am quite sure he will support it.

Mayor WASHINGTON. I 1% OIl't support it before I know what it is.
Mr. Bnovntu.. Let me ask one question. Mrs. Martin was asking

souse questions and it is my understanding, Mr. Mayor, that the
proposal 3 oil are makingand I am looking at the chart ---%% ill bring
the Washington teachers up to w here they 'ould be No. 1 with the
other school systems within the metropolitan area?

Mayor WASHINGTON. Correct. Our .proposal, even including as far
as we know the proposals in other jurisdictions and we know about
two of them.

Mr. Bnoymu. And you are taking into consideration the proposed
increases?

Mayor WASHINGTON. Yes, and w e charted the existing salaries and
proposals as we know them in the jurisdictions.

Mr. BROYHILL. And yours will be effective next .January 1, and you
would- anticipate at that point the District of Columbia teachers
would still be No. 1?

Mayor WASHINGTON% That is correct.
Mr. WEINBERG. Wi th the exception that if Arlington goes into a new

salary schedule in September, they might be ahead for a few months,
but if our salary position is known, then, of course, as w e recruit,
teachers, w e know that w e w ill be very eompetitts e 4 months after
the school year begins.

Mr. Bnovnu.E. I asked that question because I think the gentlemen
will agree, but I don't think that w e has e much choice but to make sure
that the pay structure for the District of Columbia school .s3 stem is
competitive w it Ii that of the suburbs and I w ould imagine on on %%mild

have to keep it a little better insofar as the starting salary is con-
34-522-1974-3
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cerned, because if it is not attractive you are not going to get the
quality of teachers you want.

Mayor WASHINGTON. We agree with that proposition. As you know,
Mr. Broyhill, there is an up and clown within that period within any
given year. We won't know w hat they are going to do. What w we have
tried to do is project our situation in such a way as would be most
favorably in the matter.

Mr. BROYHILL. Which comes first, the chicken or the egg? Maybe it
would be impossible to get out front and stay out front. We have been
so late in coining around to considering these adjustments from time
to time and w we might cause a lot of unnecessary anguish in the teaching
profession.

You have heard me say this many times and I know you have
many problems and as Mr. Rees pointed out this morning, the real
property tax structure in the District of Columbiabut, I. feel once
you have taxed that resident and that business and incomes in the
District of Columbia comparable with what they are paying in
surrounding areas, we are still going to have to pay the salaries,
provide the schoolteachers, police, and firemen and at that point, I
would not be hesitant in coming back and asking for Federal
payment.

Mayor WASHINGTON. I don't know whether you were hero when
I pointed out that what we did this timeand you will remember
what wo did this timeand you will remember the testimony last
year where police, firemen, and teachers came at the end and wo had
to impose two oi three small taxes in order to pay for it. This year,
we put it in the financial plan and, as best wo could, anticipated it
at tho time.

Tho last pay increase, tho 5-percent increase wont in for teachers
in 1973. Of course, in the last 13 years, there has been a consecutive
month-by-month change, but wo believe this would put our teachers
in a competitive position.

I couldn't agree more. I think this is ono of the highest priorities
we have and you have got to be competitive to get quality teachers.

We believe that this bill puts us in that position, and it should be
a good competitive position because they are performing what I
behevo is one of the most basic services to a community that we have.

I don't think that we have any disagreements in terms of trying
to get the best for teachers. I cannot see any disagreekments there
and I think members of the committee and our office certainly agree
on this proposition.

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Mayor, I appreciate what you have said and
I recognize 3 our problem and the fiscal responsibility that you have
trying to keep all your proposals within reasonable boundaries, and
that is why I mentioned the overlying obligation of the Federal
payment.

I don't think y ou can compromise on the problem we are talking
about now.

Mayor WASHINGTON. That is whey- we did not go to taxation. We
have no tax proposal before us. e were hopeful that in all three
categories, with the money we had 'within the resers e and financial
plan that we would be in the range and we had to establish that as.
we took our budget and financial plan forty and and in older to relieve
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what I thought was harmless to have the teachers and policemen
and firemen related to a tax every year so we tried to avoid that.

Mr. DELLUMS. May I ask one additional question on that? With
respect to the question if we went to the 13 percent proposed that
you indicate would go as hi gh as $14.3 million.

Mayor WASHINGTON. On the provisions of that bill, there are
different time frames.

Mr. DELLU11S. Can you tell me what options would vou be forced
to consider in that situation? You mentioned that 3 on have approxi-
mately $21 million in reserve. Obviously, a larger increase than the
one you proposed when you covered it with the $11.5 for the police
and firemen, that it would go beyond the $21 million that you have.
Would this require you to come in for a supplement?

Mayor We SHINGTON. 1 would suspect sO and, as Mr. Coppie pointed
out, we don't know the figure and, of course, this matter is before you
now.

There are other employees that have to come in and negotiate and
I don't want to leave the impression that it is because of the teachers,
because we have tried to dispell that, but the impact of all of the in-
creases we don't know where we are coming out with the fire and
police.

We don't, but we have made some proposals. We don't know what
else we will have, but we have that reserve, I think it obvious that
there is a tax option.

I want to be clear that it does not fall solely on the teachers and
that is really what I was trying to get at.

Mr. DELLUISIS. I think that point has been made very clearly.

MIL 15141

[The Mayor-Commissioner's draft of proposed pay legislation and
summary thereof follows:1

Hon. SPEAKER
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The Government of the District of Columbia has the honor
to submit a draft bill, "To amend the District of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act
of 1955, and for other purposes."

The proposed bill would provide an increase of ten percent in the salaries of
teacheys, And other educational employees in the District of Columbia whose
salariesUmdovered by the District of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 195:), as
amended, effective with the first pay period beginning on or after January 1, 1975.

The District Government believes that favorable action on this legislation is
desirable in order to provide adequate compensation for teachers and other
educational employees in the District of Columbia, and, for the reasons stated in
the attached material, we urge early and fay arable consideration of this draft.
bill by the Congress.

Sincerely yours,

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C., May 29, 1974.

WALTER E. WASHINGTON,
Mayor-Commissioner.

SE( TION-Irt-SLUTION SUMMARY OF A DRAIT BILL. TO AMEND THE D.C. TEAcnERB!
SALARY ACT or 195.5 TO IN( REANE SALARIES, AND }OR OTHER PURPOSES

Section 1. Provides that the bill may be cited as the "District of Columbia
Teachers' Salary Act Amendments of 1974".
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Section 2. Amends the salary schedule for teachers and other public school
educational employees coered by the Act to pros ide a ten percent increase, but
continues the current limitations on (1) the class IA salary rate so that it will not
exceed the baste pay of IA el III of the Executive Schedule, and (2) on all other
salary classes so that such rates of pay will not exceed that in effect foi level V

of the Executive Schedule.
Section, 3. Amends the salary schedules for summer and evening school teachers

and employees by increasing the pay rates by ten percent.
Seent.n 4. Provides that the effectii e date of the amendments contained in the

bill shall be the first day of the first pay period beginning en or after Jimmy 1,
1975.

[Introduced as 11.R. 15141 on May 30,1974, by Mr. Diggs]

A BILL To amend the District of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1955 to increase
salaries, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America VI Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the "District of
Columbia Teachers' Salary Act Amendments of 1974".

SEC. 2. Section 1 of the District of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1955
(D.C. Code, sec. 31-1501) is amended to read as follows:

"Section 1. (a) The following is the salary schedule for teachers, school
officers, and certain other employees of the hoard of Education under this
Act:
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"(b) Notwithstanding the rates of compensation in the salary schedule
in subsection (a) of this section, no employee in salary class IA of such salary
schedule may be paid at a rate of compensation in excess of the rate of basic

Iay
in effect for loci III of the Executive Schedule contained in subchapter

I of chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code; and no other employee in
any other salary class of such salary schedule may be paid at a rate of com-
pensation in excess of the rate of basic pay in effect for level V of such
Executive Schedule."

Six. 3. The schedule of pay rates contained in subsection (a) of section 13 of
the District of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1955 (D.C. Code, see. 31-
1542(a)) is Amended to read as follows:

Per period

Classification Step 1 Stop 2 Step 3

Summer school (regular):
Teachers, elementary and secondary schools; counselor, elementary and

secondary schools; librarian, elementary slid secondary schools; school
social worker, speech correctionist, school psychologist $8.53 $9.67 $10.90

Psychiatric social worker 9.31 11.12 12.54
Veterans' summer school centers: Teacher 3.53 9.67 10.90
Adult education schools:

Teacher 9.3E 10.64 11. 99
Assistant ptincipal 13.13 14.90 16.79
Principal 14.54 16.49 18.59

SEC. 4. The amendments made by this Act shall become effective on the first
day of the first pay period beginning on or after January 1, 1975.

STATEMENT OF DONALD IL WEINBERG, DIRECTOR OF PERSONNEL,
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT

Mr. WEINBERG. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee with
Mayor Washington to acid the technical details concerning the Dis-
trict's proposal to increase the salaries of teachers and school officers
b 10 percent and to discuss other legislation dealing with teachers'
retirement systems.

Mayor WASHINGTON. I want you to know that I am prepared to
assist in this matter at all times.

Mr. WEINBERG. Thank you, Mr. Mayor.

TEACHERS' UNION BARGAINING

In the Mayor's statement, he indicated that the salary considera-
tions for District of Columbia teachers were issues in the collective
bargaining process current!) taking place between the Board of Educa-
tion and the Washington Teachers' Union.

The question of the longer school day, which is the bilateral issue
or quid pro quo for the adjustment in the salary schedule should not
be viewed with concern, but is the product of mature labor relations.
This is the normal give and take of collective bargaining and provides
the forum where the two sides can achieve objectives which are im-
portant for both.

A, the District moves toward Home Rule, the Congress should not
regard the process as either disruptive or nonproductive but should
consider that the alternative is more drastic where employees have
little chance to express their concerns as to the conditions of
employment.
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The time it takes to conclude a significant collective-bargaining
agreement is short in terms of the stability achieved over the life
of that agreement.

Therefore, the future role that collective bargaining will play in
est.tblishing salar,N levels and providing for conditions of emplo3inent
will become more important.

The current program of the District government which provides
for the arsenal of third partt procedures holds great promise that
increased bargaining can be at complished peacefull. The advantages
of collective bargaining is that the end product is the result of the
voluntary agreement of the parties and the parties enjoy the fruits
of a mutual collective agreement.

The Mayor has outlined the salary policy which the District
government uses to set pan for its teachers and school officers, and
my role will be to tunplif this salary poliQ b.y indicating graphically
our salary position with regard to the comparison with local jurisdic-
tions as well as our competitive position with the Nation's 29 largest
cities.

COST OF LIVING FACTOR

The question that is frequently asked during a period of high
inflation is why shouldn't salary levels be established in accordance
with changes in the cost of living?

We believe that the relationship with the one economic factor
places the District government in a position where it would ignore
comparable salaries being paid locally as well as nationally for
teachers.

The District government would be forced to limit its adjustments
for teachers and school officers in a period where living costs might
decelerate but where the labor market mat show considerable shortage
for such talent.

This is not remote, since during the period of the 1960's, when
living costs were increasing at a rate of only 3 to 4 percent, the labor
market for teachers was extremely tight and salary levels for teachers
in the market place were increasing at 10 to 15 percent to keep pace
with the needs. In the latter part of the 1900's, this same situation
applied to policemen and firemen to satisfy "law and order" priorities.

Therefore, to only use one indicator would produce unrealistic
conclusions, one contradictory to the other. We believe that we can
neither accept one proposal nor wholly ignore the other.

In a sense, our salary policy allows us to consider the impact of
coat of living on those salary levels where school steins have used
that as a basis for adjusting their salaries. It also considers the salary
levels which are established by comparisons to the Standard In-
dustrial Code or to the average of salaries paid by the local school
jurisdictions or considers those salaries based on the highest pa,Ning
local school system or are adjusted as a direct result of collective
bargaining.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, a survey conducted by my office of the
Nation's 29 largest urban school system; found that the most com-
monly used methods to establish or adjust salary rates for teachers,
are in order of highest responsefirst, negotiated agreements, second,
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pay comparability with like jobs in local area school systems; and
third, pay comparability with like jobs in school systems of similar
size on a nationwide basis.

CHART 1

COMPARISON OF MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM SALARIES PAID TEACHERSWITH BACHELORS AND MASTERS DEGREES
BY 7 LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEMS IN THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

B.A. salary range M.A. salary range

Minimum Rank Maximum Rank Minimum Rank Maximum Rank

1973-74

Alexandria $8, 285 2 $14, 913 2 $9, 528 4 $17,564 1Arlington 8.217 3 15,551 1 9,598 3 16,795 3Fairfax 7,900 7 14,121 3 8,300 7 17,522 2Falls Church 8,100 5 10,935 7 8,991 6 16,200 5Montgomery 8,101 4 11.017 6 9,073 5 16,445 4Prince Georges 8.030 6 14,059 4 9,696 I 16,160 6Washington, D C 8,770 13,615 5 9,650 2 15,675 7

Except District of Columbia:
Median 8,100 14,090 9,300 16,620Mean 8,114-- 13,433 9,198

_10,781
1974-75 .

Alexandria I 8,285 6 14, 913 3 9,528 6 17,564 4Arlington 9,055 1 14,189 A 10,577 1 18,508 2Fairfax a) 14,954 4 18,556 1Falls Church 8.6000 5 11,610 7 9, 5S2 5 17,200 5Montgomery County 8,668 3 11,788 6 9,708 3 17,596 3Prince Georges County 8.646 4 15, 044 1 10,375 2 16,773 GWashington, D.C. (present) 8,770 2 13,615 5 9,650 4 15,675 7Washington, D.C. (proposed). 9,650 1 14, 975 2 10,615 I 17,245 5

1 1973-74 rates; 1974-75 rates presently unavailable.
a Minimum rates not as yet approved.

Source' 1973-74 salary survey data compiled by District of Columbia Personnel Office, Compensation and ResearchDivision.

Before you on the easel is chart No. 1, which depicts our competi-
tive position locally for the school years 1973-74 and 1974-75.

Before referring to these charts, I would like to indicate that the
salary level of $8,770 currently places the District in first place by
$4.S5 above the next highest paying jurisdiction, which is Alexandria.
Chart No. 2 indicates that in the 1974-75 school year there is a range
of increases of 5.9 percent in Fairfax County to a high of 10 percent
in Arlington.

The new rate of $9,055 per annum for the beginning salary of Arling-
ton schoolteachers would exceed that of the District, placing us in
second place locally if there were not adjustments, but more important,
the District would only exceed the next several jurisdictions by slightly
over $100.

The pro )tied 10 percent of $9,650 preserves the competitive rela-
tionship District teachers now enjoy. An adjustment beyond 10
percent has no valid basis for consideration.

Chart No. 3 shows the comparision of the District with the Nation's
29 largest eities:
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CHART 3

COMPARISON OF MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM SALARIES PAID TEACHERS WITH B.A. AND M.A. DEGREES IN THE 29

LARGEST CITIES IN THE UNITED STATES

School system

B.A. salary rank M.A. salary rank

Minimum Rank Maximum Rank Minimum Rank Maximum Rank

Atlanta IS $7, 950 15 $12, 422 17 $8. 750 14 $13, 672 21

Baltimore' 7,900 16 12, 289 18 8, 553 18 16, 239 6
Boston' 8,459 10 14 359 6 9,159 9 15, 259 11

Buffalo r' 8, 695 6 13.903 9 9, 910 4 15, 552 9
Bhicago 3 10,000 1 16, 628 1 10, 686 2 17, 302 1

Cincinnati r' 7, 770 18 12, 770 15 8,640 17 13, 715 20
Cleveland' 7, 823 17 13, 309 13 8, 348 21 15.068 12

Columbus' 7.600 21 13,163 14 8, 428 19 14, 592 14

Dallas 7.000 27 yi 10, 500 26 7, 700 26 13, 500 23
Denver 7, 345 23 12, 495 16 8, 660 16 14, 765 13
Detroit" 9,200 4 15,390 4 10, 108 3 17,620 2

Houston I s 7,200 26 10, 610 25 7, 820 25 11, 850 27

Indianapolis 7,746 19 12,252 19 8,270 22 14,348 17

Jacksonville' 7.650 20 11, 2E0 24 8.420 20 12, 350 26

Kansas City 7, 274 25 11, 510 21 7.696 27 13, 652 22

Los Angeles 3 8, 540 8 16,180 2 9.040 11 16, 280 4

Memphis 7,300 24 II, 400 23 8,130 23 12, 470 25

Milwaukee ' 8, 600 7 13, 749 10 8, 972 12 14, 429 15

New Orleans 7,000 2735 10.300 27 7,300 28 10, 900 29

New York" 9,600 2 15,750 3 11,350 1 17,500 3

Philadelphia" 9.256 3 15,075 5 9,568 6 16,258 5

Phoenix 7,444 22 11,414 22 7.940 24 14,391 16

Pittsburgh' 8,500 9 14,100 8 9.100 10 15, 600 8

St. Louis 8,000 14 13,409 12 8,720 15 14,120 la
San Antonio 6,500 29 10,033 28 7,150 29 10.920 28

San Diego 8.327 11 11,852 20 9.410 7 13,901 19

San Francisco 8,265 12 14,180 7 9,405 8 15,345 10

Seattle 8,156 13 9,096 29 8, 812 13 12, 959 24

Washington, D.0 .s 8,770 5 13,615 11 9,650 5 15,675 7

Washington, D.C. (proposed) 9, 650 2 14, 975 6 10, 615 3 17, 245 4

Mean' 8, 039 12.836 8, 787 14,466

Median' 7,925 12,632 8,690 14,460

Cities with po_pulabon under 500,000
3 Cities in the Eastern part of the Unitea States.
3 Cities with population over 1,000,000,
4 Except District of Columbia.

Sources . 1973-74 salary survey data compiled by National Education Association and by District of Columbia Personnel
Office, Compensation and Research Division.

As you will note, the District currently ranks in fifth place behind
the major cities in the East, such as Chicago, Detroit, New York,
and Philadelphia. The application of the 10 percent, or $9,650, places
the District in second place nationally for the 1973-74 school year.

However, it should be rioted that several of these major cities
school systems contemplate changes in the next school year which are
presently unknown.

Therefore, in order to maintain our policy which provides that the
salary levels for D.C. teachers shall be in the upper quartile of the
major school systems in the country, the proposed adjustment of 10
percent is significant.

We believe that the salary policy established for D.C. teachers and
school officers meets the tests for a successful wage administration
program and giovides the Congress a rationale to consider a justifiable
basis for adjusting teacher salary levels.
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PAY INCREASE COMPARISON WITH CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES

The pay for our teachers has also kept pace with increases given
classified employ ees as well as other District government employ ees.
Congressionally approved pay increases for D.C. teachers and school
officers based on District govermnent recommendations have totaled
53.1 percent in the period July 1966 to September 1973, while for the
period July 1966 through October 1973, classified pay has increased
by 49.1 percent by comparison.

Had the District government followed solely a policy of parity
that is, adjusting pay for teachers and school officers on the same in-
creases given classified employ ces teachers would be receiving less
in salary than they now enjoy. Thus, it would appear that the policy
of comparability used by the District government is effectively
serving its purpose.,

Briefly, Mr. Chairman, the accepted practice has been to develop
the remainder of the salary :schedule for school officers by establishing
relationships between salaries of teachers and salaries of certain
benclunark positions, that is, key positions used fur comparison pur-
poses which are found in school systems in other large cities. These
comparative positions are superintendents, vice superintendents,
principals and counselors, school librarians, and other similar posi-
tions, which are common to other school systems.

COST OF PAY INCREASES PROPOSED

Mr. Chairman, a review of II.R. 14400 and H.R. 14662, now pend-
ing before the Congress, would adjust the salary for D.C. teachers
and school officers a minimum of 13 percent.

The minimum cost for H.R. 14400 and H.R. 14662 would exceed
$14 million. This exceeds the cost in the District government's pro-
posal by more than $3 million. It should also be noted that H.R. 14400
and H.R. 14662 provides "for increases in compensation of at least 13
percentum for each salary classification."

Also the bills require that beginning March 1, 1975, the Board of
Education must submit the results of a salary study to the Com-
missioner who shall transmit the report to the Council with a recom-
mendation. It appears that the Council, by July 1, 1975 and each year
thereafter, must agree to that recommendation and can provide for
increases by raising taxes.

This very unsatisfactory procedure would impose a statutory re-
quirement and fiscal burden on the District Go eminent in direct
contradiction with the intent of the At of Self-Determination fom the
District of Columbia.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that it is time that these "mine-forged
manacles" were unfettered and that the District government be
given the opportunity to solve its own problems.

We are not bound by the weight of tradition and have developed a
system which is not only more orderly, but more efficient and system-
atic than those proposed in II.R. 14400 and II.R. 14662. I subscribe
to the .Nlay or's request to substitute the city's proposal for these bills.



24

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Mr. Chairman, an integral part of the total consideration of the
salary levels for D.C. tea( hers, is the collective bargaining now taking
place between the Teachers' Union and the Board of Education.

The 6-hour day or 30-hour week now being worked by D.C. teachers
are the shcrtest of any in the Washington area 7,C11001 system. Hours of
work for District teachers should be comparable with hours worked
by teachers in local school s stems as comparable with teacer:, in the
Nation's largest cities, if the District is going to provide salaries which
are also comparable locally and nationally.

I support the proposition of the Board of Education that any
increase in salary be accompanied with an increase in the workday,
amounting to an additional 45 minutes, per day. To consider salary only
and separate the two would kill an) incentive to reach agreement on a
longer school day.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to recommend that the process of
collective bargaining be allowed to continue without interjecting the
statutory process IR only one area and to allow the process, of mediation
to be fully utilized in an atinosphcr; of true bilateralism.

If the Congress, 'heath! decide to consider the draft legislation pro-
posed by the Dis,tri( t government, then it would be considering only
one side of this extremely complex problem.

It would also eliminate an future bargaining in any of the remaining
issues since management leverage would no longer exist. I do not
believe that the Ciongress, intends to disturb this ery sensitive
relationship, and therefore the pa) matter, as well as that regarding
the hinge' school day, should be plied back in the collective bargain-
ing ( hanel and the pro( ess, be allowed to reach its final conclu-ion.

As the Mayor suggested, the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service should be given the necessary time to bring these matters to an
equitable resolution.

H.R. 13970

Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on H.R. 13970, a bill
which mould amend the Teacher,' Retirement Act to provide for
increases in the annuity pa) able to retired teachers similar to amend-
ments made in the Civil Service Retirement :let

'The District Government ha, requested the Actuary of the 'Treas-
ury to consider the cost of H.R. 13970. which is estimated at
$292.000 for fiscal ear 1975. Because of the exee,,ive cost and its
impact on the unfunded nabilit, a, %%di a, other considerations, we
are opposed to II.R. 13970. (See Treasur) letter. p. S5.)

Although there is a past lira( tice the p.tt of the District
eminent to try and provide rotirenlit b nefits to D.C. teaelwrs
and 'demi of11( erg similar to those enactod for classified employees,
we believe that c ontinuation of such a prtli edure is questionable albl
closer imestigation should be ( (Helm ted «an ernin(t the lip.rger of
the teachers, retirement stem \N 7th that of the Civil Service retire-
ment s) stem. These anal) sus would be part of the District's; overall
consideration of itF personnel system for the future.
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REC011:1END 10-PERCENT PAY INCREASE

We believe that the proposal of 10 percent will provide the con-
tinued equity for our D.C. teachers and school officers and provide
a sound foundation for consideration of pay through the process of
collective bargaining.

We can find no basis to support a salary proposition bey,,nd the
10 percent proposed by the Mayor and hope that the committee will
consider for enactment the District's proposed legislation.

Mr. Chairman, we look to the future with a great deal of optimism
and confidence. John Gardner has noted that some individuals look
fcrward and have the future in mind, others are preoccupied with
the past. The former has a vivid sense of what they are becoming,
the latter a vivid sense of what has been.

We hope that the Congress does not assume that the worst is to
be expected and speeds us on our way toward self-government as
does the Mexican villager by saying, "May you go with God, and
may nothing new happen to you."

Mr. Chairman, I will be pleased to answer any questions that you
might have.

[The complete statement of Mr. Weinberg followsl

ST VTEMENT OF DONALD 11. WEINBERG, DIRECTOR of PERSoNNEE, CONCERNING
S 1.11tY INCREASES FOR DISTRICT of C01.1,3181.1 TEACHERS AND SCI1001. Osriclais

Mr Chairman and Member. of the Committee, I appreciate the opportunity
to appear before this Conimittee with Mayor Washington to add the technical
detail, concerning the District's proposal to increase the salaries of teachers and
school officers by 10 percent and to discuss other legislation dealing with the
teachers' retirement system. In the May or's statement, he indicated that the
salary considerations for D.C. teachers were issues in the collective bargaining
process currently taking place between the Board of Education and the Wash-
ington Teachers' Union. The question of the longer school day, which is the
bilateral issue or quid pro quo for the adjustment in the salary schedule should
not be siewed with concern but is the product of mature labor relations. This is
the normal give and take of colleetis e bargaining and pros ides the forum where
the two sides can achieve objectis es which arc important for both. As the District
moves toward Home Rule, the Congress should not regard the process as either
disruptive or nonproductise but shilild consider that the alternative is more
drastic where employees have little chalice to express their concerns as to condi-
tions of employment. The time it take, to conclude a significant collective bar-
gaining agreement is short in terms of the stability achies cd user the life of that
agre,ment Therefore, the future rob that eollectise bargaining will play in estab-
lishing ',Mary levels and pros iding fur conditions of employment will become
more important. The current program of the Distnct (io' eminent which provides
for the arsenal of third party procedures hi Ids great promise that increased
bargaining can be acci mplished peacefully. The ads antages of collective bar-
gaining is that the end product is a result of the soluntary agreement of the
parties and the parties enjoy the fruits of a mutual collectise agreement.

DIsTRICVS SALARY POLICY

The Mayor has outlined the salary policy hich the District Government uses
to set pay for its teachers and school officers, and my role \\ dl be to amplify this
salary policy by indicating graphically our salary position w ith regard to the
comparkon with local jurisdictions as well as our competitive position with the
Nation's 29 largest cities.

The question that is frequently asked during a period of high inflation is why
should!' t salary levels be established in accordance with changes in the cost of
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of Hs ing? We believe that the relatikukhip pith the one economic factor places
the District Gust:1.1111mm in a position where it %could ignore comp:mil& salaries

tug paid locally as tell a, nationally for teachers. The District Go% eminent
would be forced to limit its adjustments for teachers and school officer:sin
a ',mud where hyutg costs might decelerate but Where the labor market may
shim considerable shortage for such talent. This is not remote since during the
period of the 60's Is hen fix mg costs were increasing at a rate of only three to four
perct lit, the labor markt t for teachers 1S:ts extn 'Hely tight and salary ley Lls fur
teachers in the market were increasing at 10 to 1J percent to keep pace with

In the latter part of the 60's this snte situation applied to policemen and
roma n to satisfy `Ian and order" priorities. Therefore, to Lady use one indicator
Would produce unrealistic conclusions, une contradictor.) to the other. We

e that it e can neither accept %%holly one proposal or it holly ignore the other.
In a sense our :Jar.), polio- allows us to consider the impact of cost-of-fixing on
those salary let where :school systems have used that as a basis for adjusting
their salaries. It also considers the salary let els which are established by co-
parisons to the Standard Industrial Code or to thi average of salaries paid by the
local school jurisdiction, or considers those salaries based on the highest paying
local school systems or are adjusted as a direct result of collective bargaining. In
fact, Mr. Chairman, a surrey conducted by my Office of the Nation's 29 largest
urban school system, found that the most commonly used methods to establish
or adjust salary rate, tor n aeh. rs art in order of highest responsefirst, negotiated
agreements, seeund, pay comparability with hike jobs in local area school systems;
.and, third, pay comparability nail like jobs in school systk mss of a similar size on

u-wide basis.
Before you on the easel is Chart #1, which depicts our competitive position

locally for the 1971-75 school y ear. I3( fore referring to this Chart, I would like to
indicate that the salary ley el of SS,770 currently places the Distiiet in first place

:.J1s.5 mane t he next highest pay tug jurisdiction %%Inch is Alexandria. Chart #1
indicate, that in the 1:17.1-7) school year there is a range of ineteases of :i.9 percent
in Fairfax County to a high of 10' in Arlington. The nen rate of $9,055 per annum
for the beginning salary of Arlington school teachers mould exceed that of the
Dist net placing us in second place locally if time were no adjustments, but more
important, the District would only exceed the Inert sc%Lral jurisdictions by slightly
aver :s100. The proposed 10 percent of $9,650 preset.% es the cumin:tithe relation-
ship District teachers non enjoy. An adjustment beyond 10 percent has no %Mid
basis for consideration.

Chart #2 slums the comparison of the District pith the Nation's 29 largest
cities. A. y gill note, the Dist net currently ranks in hfthn place behind the major
cities in the East, such as Chicago, Detroit, New York and Philadelphia. The ap-
plication of the 10 percent, or ::+9,60, places the District in second place nationally
fur the 1973-74 school year. IIon ex er, it should be noted that several of these
major cities school sj sit ills rliturliplate changes in tIn next school year n hich are
presently unknown. Then fort, in order to maintain our policy- which provides
that tin :salary levels for D.C. teach( rs shall be in the imp( r quartile of the major
school st stems in the country, the proposed adjust ii nut of 10 percent is significant.

e e that the salary policy established for D.C. teachers and school officers
meets the tests for a :meet ssfiil nag( administratitm program and provides the
C1ingress a rationale to (anemia a justifiable basis fur adjusting teacher salary
levels.

TEA CHLII FA Y COMPARISON WITH CLASSIFIED PA

The pay for our teaches has also kept pace With increases given classified m-
ph.% ees as n ell as tithe' I hst ( Foy eminent eiphrj Co-. Congressionally approved
pay increases for D.C. teachers and school officers based km District Government
recommendations have totaled :i3.1 percent Ili the period July 1966 to September
1973, while for the period July 1966 through Octubt r 1973 classified pay has in-
el eased by 49.1 percent by comparison. Ilad the District (los eminent followed
solely a pulle of parity, adjusting pay fur teachers and school officers on the
same increases given classified employees,) teachers would be receiving less in
salary t him they non elipt3,. nth., it would appear that the policy of comparability
used by the Dist riet Government is effectively serving its purpose.

Briefly, Mr. Chairman, the accepted practice has been to develop the remainder
of the salary schedule for school officers by establishing relationships between
salaries of teachers and salaries of certain "benchmark positions," that is, key
positions II,ed for comparison purposes n Welt are found in school systems in
other large rates. These comparative positions ark sup( rintendents, vice super-

-, principals and contest fors, Ina.' librarians and other similar positions,
which arc common to oilier school systems.
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11. R. 14400 AND 11.11. 14662

r. Chairman, a ree 'lea of 11.11. 14100 and II. R. 14662 now pending before the
Congress, %%Ldd adjust the salary fur D.C. teachers and school uirlet.rb a 1111111111RM
of 1.3 percent. The nuwmum cost for 11.11. 14-100 and 11.R. 14662 a (add exceed
$11 million. This exceeds the cost in the District Goeertaitent's proposal by more
than S3 million. It should also be noted that 11.R. 14-100 and H.R. 14662 pro' ides

for inert ases in compensation of at least 13 per eentuni fur each salary classi-
&mae" .11u the bills require that beginning March 1, 1975 the Board ut Educa-
tion must submit the results of a salary study- to the "Commissioner" a hu shall
transmit the report to the Council aatlta reculunit ndatiun. It appears that the
Coulleil J3 July 1, 1973 and each year thereafter moist agree to that recommen-
dation and can provide for increases by raising taxes.

his eery unsatisfactory procedure %%mild impose a statutory requirement and
lineal burden un the Distriet Gue eminent iii direct contradiction oath the intent
of the Act of Self-Determination fur the District, of Columbia. Mr. Chairman,
submit that it is time that them d nianacles' %%urt.: unfettered and that
tin District Gut, t narient be green the opput tu sole e its own problems. We
an not bound by the height of tradition and bane dee eloped a system which is
nut 1/4Lily uwre ord., r13 but more eflicieut and syste Matte thaw those proposed in
11.11. 11-100 and 11.11. 11662. 1 subscribe to the lityur's reqLest to substitute
the City's proposal for these bills.

COLLECTIVF: BARGAINING

Mr. Chairman, an integral part of the total consideration of the salary lee els
for D.C. teachers is the collet:bee bargaining twee taking place beta ten the
Tt acher,' Union and the Board of Education. The 6-hour day ur 30-hour week
note ing urked 1,3- D.C. teachers are de short( 4 is any of the 11'ashington
area school systems. Hours of te (irk tor District teachers should be comparable
moll hours a urked by teachers in local school systems, as well as comparable
oath teachers in the Nation's largest cities, it the 1)istrict is going to provide
s,tlants which are also comparable locally and Natiunal13. I support the proposi-
tion of the Buard of Education that .ui3 increase in -..1.1ary be accompanied with
an increase in the work by amounting to an additional 45 minutes pt r day. To
considt r salary only and separate the tau would kill any incentive to reach
agreement on a longer school day.

Mr. Chairman, I a &dd like tu recommend that the process of collectiee bargain-
ing la :Ahmed tu continue a ithuut iiitt riveting the szttutory process in only une
an a and to allow the ',rucks:. of mediation to IN fully utilizt d in an atmosphere
of trut bilateralisni. If the Congress should decide to consider the draft legislation
prupti,& d lay the 1)istrict GA( militia, then it aotld tally be considering une side
of this t xtreniely cuniphx probk tn. It auuld also thinitutt& any future bargaining
im airy of the remaining Intil:1/4 sauce management lee crag( %%mild nu longer exist.
do nut belie A 1/4; that the Congress intends to dist rub till., 'try sensitive relationship,
and therefore the pay matter, as a ell as that regarding the longer school day,
,should be placed back iti the colleetiee bargaining channel and the process be
afloat d to teach its final conclusion. A., the Ma3ur suggest& d, the Federal
boo and Conciliation Sere ice should be gie en the tit cessary tune to bring these
matters to an equitable resolution.

H.R. 13070

Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment un II. R. 13970, a bill which would
are rid the Teachers' Retirement Act tu prof side fur increases in the annuity
ba3able to retired tt het.s, similar to amendments made in the Cie it Sere ice
lit tirment Act. The 1)istrict Government had requested the Actuary of the
Tr( asury to consider the cost of 11.R. 13970, a hieli is estimated at $292,000 fur
F.V. 1975. 13t,eatist, of the t NeetSIN t cost and its impact on the unfunded liability,
as at 11 as other con,iderations, me are opposed to HAL 1.3970. Although there is a
past practice on the part of tht District itte eminent to try and pr1/4.11. idt. 11,11prt 1/4 IA
retirt runt benefits to 1).C. teacher, and school officers :similar to those enixtet: for
classified t mploy ees, ao h lice t, that continuation ut such a procedure is qut stiuti-
:tilt and closer me estigation should be conducted colic& ruing the merger of the
teacher, retirement s3stt in a nth that of the ('nil Sere ict ret !unt sy stem. These
alil3sts would be part of the District's oe &Tall etaisalt ration of it personnel
system for the future.

11-1 belie% t, that the proposal of 10 pt recta all pr i idt tht continued equity fur
our D,C. teach( rs, and school officers and pro ale a sound fotuidatitai fur considera-
tion of pay through tht process of cu11&t ti& bargaining. 111 can find nu basis to
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support a salary proposition beyond the 10 percent proposed by the Mayor and
hope that the Committee will consider for enactment the District's proposed
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, we look to the future ss ith a great deal of optimism and confi-
dence. John Gardner has noted that some imhs idttals look for and and has e the
future in mind, others are preoccupied Is ith the past. The former has 0 a N 1N'Id
sense of what they are becoming, the latter a N is id sense of what has been.

We hope that the Congress does not assume that the slum is to be expected and
speeds us on our %Nay toward self-gos eminent as does the Nlexican Villager by
saying "May you go with God, and may nothing nes\ happen to you".

Mr. Chairman, I will be pleased to anssser any questions that ou might has e.
Mr. DELIA:NIS. What I would like to do is have Mr. Coppie proceed

with his testimony and proceed with questions from there.

STATEMENT OF COMER S. COPPIE, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE
MAYOR-COMMISSIONER FOR BUDGET AND FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT

Mr. COPPIE. I will be testifying on the problems associated with
the current teachers' retirement program. I hase a prepaied statement
I would like to provide for the record and perhaps could highlight
matters for you. I think you are going to want to discuss the salary
situation.

I think, first, by way of background, we have essentially three
retirement program, in the Di,ti( t of Columbia. One is the retirement
program that affects the classified employ ees, and we are tied into
the Federal retirement system as far as program is concerned.

The second is for police and firemen, which is a pay -as-you-go
retirement program, discussed at the time of the police and firemen's
hearing, which was several weeks ago.

The third is the teachers' retirement program. Specifically, with
regard to teacher,' retirement program, it is a program that is financed
through a fund that is not actuarially sound, but it is a fund that is
currently maintained at $60 million.

The $60 million figure is provided for by statute. The yield from
the investment from that fund, coupled with the financing that i:,
provided by teachers into the fund and annual appropliatiuns piovide
for the costs, the annual cost associated with the teachers' retirement
program.

The problem, Mr. Chairman, that we have that it is not an act-
uarially sound program. The c urreut unfunded liability in the teacher's
retirement :system i5 in excess of $200 million, and by the end of the
current decade it will exceed $300 million. The commitment of the
city is to try and move the teachers' retirement s' stem and the police
and fireman's retirement :system to an actuarially sound fund system.

Mr. Chairman, we have identified the options that we believe are
viable options in terms of doing this.

I have outlined them, generally, in my statement, and I have also
fed a detailed paper, which will be reviewed by the committee

21...,a the committee staff. To highlight the proposal, I would point out
V m iVint if we are to really address this problem, that it must be in a
p trtnership between the District government a-u l the Federal Gov-
eramentnot necessarily an equal 1 artnership.
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We propose to be anywhere from 70 to 80 percent of the total
projected cost involved in making the teachers' retirement system
actuarially sound.

Nevertheless, the cost we are talking about are very substantial
because we are talking about a problem that i, a very substantial one
in terms of costs. Under one option, we are talking about a total cost
of better than $5 billion with the District pa3ing 79 percent of the
total cost and the Federal Government paying approximately 21
percent of the total cost.

Under the second option, again, the total cost is projected at $5
billion. The District's share of the cost would be 53 percent and the
Federal share would be 15 percent, or a total cost of $5 billion.

.1r. Chairman, I think that the problem that we face in our retire-
ment system, teachers' retirement system, is not unique to the Dis-
trict. It is a problem facing mangy States and t hies across the country.

Ghosts of Christmas past are coming home to haunt is and unless
we face up to our responsibilities, tlw problem is going to become more
acute and the potential financing problem is going to become very,
very serious.

We would hope that the problem could be looked at objectively
this year and we would look forward to addressing the problem in a
partnership between the District government and the Federal
Government.

Thank you.
[The full text of the statement by Mr. Comer S. Coppie follows:]

STATLMENT OF COMLR S. COI`PIE, SPECIAL ASSE,TANT TO T111, "MAYOR-COM-
11IISMONER FOR BUDGET AND FINANCIAL. MANA(,I,M1 NT

Mr Cluirman and members of the committee, I %%wild Mike to thank you for
this ol,port I ty to report un our efforts to develop pl.:tonal alit matt v es to the
pas( tit method of financing retirement benefits fur public school teachers.
is a fitting occasion fur calling attention to this important polity issue. Too fre-

ntly. proposals for raising public emplo et; .dunes are put fora ard and
evall.ied ill overly narrovi context, nitlaint due consideration of the 'nide
range .f factor; involved in an eniploy ce's total compoisation package. Your
reel gnitiuu of the strung interdependence bet vi een curmut .aialleS and future
pen -1 n-, as well as your appreciation of their respectavu financing requirements,

t dcomed and should be commended.

DISTRICT'S RETIREMENT PROGRAMS

Mr Chairman, three weeks ago the 1)1strict Government appared before the
Ifou-e CI inunittee On the District of Columbia to present our %ies' iii pay and
retie, meat issues affecting city policemen and firemen. At that time, I submitted
to thF C aninittee a comprehensive report un retirement finalicing options under
con- ideration for the Pollee and Fire Retirement System. I also indicated that I
I n,,,ild shortly be furnishing coinparable data on the Teachers Retirement
Sys t to for the Committee's deliberations on the rt tirenient financing issue. Today,
ratln r than reiterate many of the Saint, points I made in niy earlier statement on
retirement financing, I propose simply to 'w iinarize the major results of our
cost analysis of the 'reacher. Itetirenient System and pros ide fur the lecord

d financial exhibits welt us those included in the initial report.
Before comparing the cost impact of alternative financing -strategics, it is

imp rtant to establish a franu work fur comparison outlines the key features
of the method now. used to meet teacher retirement benefits. Unlike the Pollee
and Fire Retirement Syst-m, the Tv/10111.6 Retirement 8ysteiti is a funded
pun-ion program, with h,,Icliag, in U.S. Treasury securities valued at appiom-

31-522-74-5
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mately $60 million. Despite the aitilabili0 of hot stment earnings to help defray
retirement costs, the teacher, fund is not actuarially sound. This is because the
amount of fund assets are set b statute at a lei el too Ion to adequately finance
pension liabilities accruing each ear. Thu,, annual cr contributions into
the fund are computed so as to maintain the site of the fund at the level eqabli-hed
by law, regardless of the reser% es needed to satisf the actuarial requirements
of the system.

rn \CIIERS sYSTI:St

The primary weakness of this approach, from an actuarial standpoint, hes in
its failure to control future growth in unfunded . As yon can see from the
materials I hate presented to the Committee, Exhibit I-A shows a projected
unfunded liabilit of $253.5 million for the Teachers Retirement System at the
end of FY 1975. If n e continue nith the current financing method, the system's
unfunded liability Mill increase to $395.4 million I* FY 1080, and despite moderate
fund accumulation heond that point, the unfunded liabiht continue to
grow about annually.

To build these actuarial considerations into the funding inechanism, cost
implications Of shifting the Teachers Retirement System to the same financing
options preiously identified for the Police and Fire Retirement System have
been determined. You Mill recall from our earlier report that each of these options
creates an actuarially sound funding strategy through a partnershie arrangement
betwten the Federal and District tioerninents. Iloaever, as in the ease of the
Police and Fire Retirement System, th.; partnership is not an equal one since the
District would bear a full 70-84(' of total retirement costs depending on the
option selected. After the system is placed on a sound footing, over a period
ranging from 27 30 years, the District would then assume full financial responsi-
bility for maintaining the actuarial stability of the fund. Thus, these options
allow the city to phase in the assumption of its retirement obligations 0% er a
realistic time period.

EXHIBIT I-A

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS RETIREMENT SYSTEM (5 PERCENT SALARY AND COST OF LIVING INCREASES,
7 PERCENT INTEREST ON FUND INVESTMENTS)

(Dollar amounts in millions,

Fiscal year
Active

payroll

Annuities
plus

refunds

Employee
contd.

butions

District of
Columbia

costs
(current
method)

Total
accrued
liability

Fund
amount

Unfunded
liability

1975 $315.2 $61.7 $253.5
1976 $120. 7 $23.4 $8.8 $10.8 340.2 61.7 278.5
1977 126. 3 25.3 9.2 12.3 366.7 61.7 305.0
1978 132.5 27.3 9.7 13.9 395. 0 61.7 333. 3
1979 139. 3 29.4 10.2 15.5 425.0 61. 7 363.3
1980 146.6 31.6 10.7 17. 3 457.1 61.7 395.41985 ........... ... .. 191.8 45.1 14.0 31.2 651.9 76.7 575.21990...., 250,3 63.0 18.3 44,7 923,1 100.1 823.0
1995 321.9 88.1 23.5 64.5 I, 295.5 128.8 I, 166. 7
2000 406.4 123.5 29.7 93.3 I. 796. 4 162.6 I, 633.8
2005... ... 496.6 178.2 36.3 140 9 2.424.3 198.6 2, 225. 7
2020 968.5 428,2 70.7 362.5 5, 006.0 387.4 4,618.6
2040 2, 568.5 1,039.1 187.5 861.8 12,378.4 1,027.4 II, 351.0
2050 4,183.9 I. 659. 3 305.4 I, 369.3 20, 068.2 I, 673.6 18,394.6

Source: U.S. Treasury Department.

The cost impact 44 each awtion to the District and Federal Governments is
shown si paratelj. in Exhibits II A through IV A of the accompaning materials,
mid comp:m.(1 aith the current financing method in EXIllint 'v -A. Under option
1, the /Aid Percentage .1 pprmicli, ILder.tl contributions nould amount to *460.4
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million, which represents 22q of the total cost during the fist 30 yeas. The
remaining of the total $2.12 trillion cost of er this period would be contributed
by the District Government.

EXHIBIT II-A

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS RETIREMENT SYSTEM-OPTION 1-LEVEE PERCENTAGE APPROACH (5 PERCENT
SALARY AND COST OF LIVING INCREASES, 7 PERCENT INTEREST ON FUND INVESTMENTS)

(Dollar amounts in millions]

Fiscal year Total cost

District of
Ctlumbia

share

Fund Accumulation

Federal
share Amount

Multiple of
payroll

1976 $30.9 $10.8 $20.1 $82.8 0.69
1977 32.3 12.3 20.0 105.4 .84
1978 33.9 13.9 20.0 129.7 .98
1979 35.6 15.5 20.1 155.8 1.12
1980 37.5 17.3 20.2 183.8 1.25
1985 49.0 31.2 17.8 360.4 1.88
1990 64.0 44.7 19.3 617.9 2.47
1995 82.3 64.5 17.8 977.3 3.04
2000 103.9 93.3 10.6 I, 454.9 3.58
2005 127.0 127.0 2. 026. 9 4.08
2020 247. 7 247.7 3, 986.8 4.12
2040 656.8 656.8 9, 212.0 3.59
2050 I, 069.9 1, 069.9 14, 802.9 3.54

Note: Total Federal sham-$460.4; present value, Federal share-3227.0.

Source: U.S.Treasury Department.

OPTIONS 2 and 3 are both Normal Cost Approaches, A% Well differ 016 Stith
respect to the amount of Federal asp Tort required to liquidate the initial
unfunded liability. In the case of OPTION 2, the total Federal commitment would
come to 5.591.0 million over 30 yeas ttitIi the Dist riet Go% erfunent pro% aling
the balance of 31,40 LM million. Thus, the total cost of OPTION 2 approximates
2 billion during the first 30 years. Funding uould be shared between the
District and Federal Governments on a 70-30 basis.

EXHIBIT 111-A

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS RETIREMENT SYSTEM-OPTION 2-NORMAL COST APPROACH, FEDERAL
LIQUIDATION OF UNFUNDED LIABILITY (5 PERCENT SALARY AND COST OF LIVING INCREASES, 7 PERCENT
INTEREST ON FUND INVESTMENTS)

(Dollar amounts in millions)

Fiscal year Total cost

District of
Columbia

normal
cost plus

amortization
payment

Federal
liquidation

Fund accumulation

Unfunded
liability

of unfunded
liability Amount

Multiple of
payroll

1976 $23.5 $3.8 $19. 7 $75.2 0.62 $250.81977 24.9 5.2 19.7 89.5 .71 248.0
1978 26.3 6.6 19.7 104.8 .79 244.9
1979 28.0 8. 3 19.7 121.0 .87 241.6
1980 29.6 9.9 19. 7 138.3 .94 238. 1
1985 40.3 20.6 19.7 244.7 1.28 216.4
1990 55.4 35.7 19.7 398.6 1.59 186.1
1995 76.4 56.7 19.7 618.0 1.92 143.5
2000 105.2 85.5 19, 7 924.6 2.27 83.8
2005 143, 9 124.2 19.7 1, 320.1 2.66 0
2020 296.2 296.2 2,398.1 2.48
2040 775.0 775.0 5, 753. 6 2.24 ... ... .......
2050 1, 231.4 I, 231.4 9. 530. 6 2.28

Note: Total Federal share-$591.0; present value, Federal share-3253.5.

Source: U S. Treasury Department.
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EXHIBIT IV-A

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS RETIREMENT SYSTEM-OPTION 3-NORMAL COST APPROACH, FEDERAL AND

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LIQUIDATION OF UNFUNDED LIABILITY t5 PERCENT SALARY AND COST OF LIVING
INCREASES, 7 PERCENT INTEREST ON FUND INVESTMENTS)

[Dollar amounts in millions]

Fiscal year Total cost

District of
Columbia

normal
cost plus

amortization
payment

Unfunded
liability

payment Federal share

District of
Columbia

share

Total
District of

Columbia cost

1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1985
1990
1995
2000
2005
2020
2040
2050

$23.5
24.9
26.3
28.0
29.6
40.3
55.4
76.4

105.2
143.9
296.2
775.0

I, 231.4

$3.8
5.2
6.6
8.3
9.9

20.6
35.7
56.7
85.5

124.2
296.2
775.0

I, 231.4

$I9. 7
19.7
19.7
19.7
19.7
19.7
19.7
19.7
19.7
19.7

$I 2. 7
12.6
12.4
12.5
12.3
9.1

10.7
II. 9
II. 9
3.0

$7.0
7.1
7.3
7.2
7.4

10.6
9.0
7.8
7.8

16.7

$IO. 8
12.3
13.9
15.5
17.3
31.2
44.7
64.5
93.3

140.9
296.2
775.0

I, 231.4

Note: Total Federal share - $317.1; present value, Federal share- $141.1.

Source; U.S. Treasury Department.

Option 3 cuts the Federal contribution under the second option nearly in
half, from 30% to 16% of the total cost of establishing the fund. This reduces
the amount of Federal support to $317.1 million %hilt; simultaneously increasing
the District's share of the total financial requirement to $1,678.7 nu llion. Exhibits
VI and \ I-A provide a cumulatis c cost breakduan of these options user the first
30 years for the Police und Fire Retirement System and the Teachers Rctirsnient
System, respectively.

As in the ease of police and fire retirement financing alternatives, these optiusn
for the Teachers Retirement System are currently being examined by the Federal
Office of Management and Budget. The city's final legislatise proposal on retire-
ment system financing %sill be forthcoming after an official policy decision has
been reached at that level.

Mr. Chairman, I belies e it is extremely important to resiew these iilternatis e
financing approaches in the context of the city's longstanding ritirenislit ubjec-
Use. Our policy has ahsays been, and %sill continue to be, aimed at meeting uur
retirement obligations %%Rhin a fiscal framessorl, that also alluas the city to
accomplish its critical niissiun in all program areas. The uptious we lias e placed
before y uu today are designed to meet the test of actuarial soundness and fiscal
responsibility.

I respectfully in ite you to give serious consideration to these financing
strategies and sill now lie pleased to address any questions yuu may has e un
this important public policy question.

37



E
X

H
IB

IT
 V

-A

C
O

M
PA

R
IS

O
N

 O
F 

FI
N

A
N

C
IN

G
 O

PT
IO

N
S-

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

 O
F 

C
O

L
U

M
B

IA
T

E
A

C
H

E
R

S 
R

E
T

IR
E

M
E

N
T

 S
Y

ST
E

M
 (

5 
PE

R
C

E
N

T
 S

A
L

A
R

Y
 A

N
D

 C
O

ST
 O

F 
L

V
II

N
G

 I
N

C
R

E
A

SE
S 

7 
PE

R
C

E
N

T
 I

N
T

E
R

E
ST

 O
N

FU
N

D
IN

V
E

ST
M

E
N

T
S)

(D
ol

la
r 

am
ou

nt
s 

in
 m

ill
io

ns
]

C
dr

re
nt

 m
et

ho
d

O
pt

io
n 

1
O

pt
io

n 
2

O
pt

io
n 

3

7°
13

1
Fi

sc
al

 y
ea

r
co

st

D
is

tr
ic

t
of

 C
o-

Fe
d.

lu
m

bi
a

er
al

co
st

co
st

Fu
nd

T
ot

al
co

st

D
is

tr
ic

t
of

 C
o.

Fe
d-

lu
m

bi
a

er
al

co
st

va
st

Fu
nd

T
ot

al
co

st

D
is

tr
ic

t
of

 C
o-

lu
m

bi
a

co
st

Fe
d-

er
al

co
st

Fu
nd

T
ot

al
co

st

D
is

tr
ic

t
of

 C
o-

lu
m

bi
a

co
st

Fe
d-

er
al

co
st

Fu
nd

A
m

ou
nt

Fu
nd

pl
us pa
y

A
m

ou
nt

Fu
nd pl
us pa
y

A
m

ou
nt

Fu
nd

pl
us pa

y
A

m
ou

nt

Fu
nd pl
us

Pa
Y

19
76

$1
0.

8
19

77
12

.3
19

78
13

.9
19

79
15

.5
19

80
17

.3
19

85
31

.2
19

90
44

.7
19

95
64

.5
20

00
93

.3
20

05
14

0.
9

20
20

36
2.

5
20

40
86

1.
8

20
50

1,
36

9.
3

$1
0.

8
12

.3
13

.9
15

.5
17

.3
31

.2
44

.7
64

.5
93

.3
14

0.
9

36
2.

5
86

1.
8

1,
36

9.
3

$6
1.

7
61

.7
61

.7
61

.7
61

.7
76

.7
10

0.
1

12
8.

8
16

2.
6

IR
 6

38
7.

4
1,

02
7.

4
1,

67
3.

6

0.
51 .4
9

.4
7

.4
4

.4
2

.4
0

.4
0

.4
0

.4
0

.4
0

.4
0

.4
0

.4
0

$3
0.

9
32

.3
33

.9
35

.6
37

.5
49

.0
64

.0
82

.3
10

3.
9

12
7.

0
24

7.
7

65
6.

8
1.

06
9.

9

51
0.

E
 $

2
12

.3
2

13
.9

 2
15

.5
 2

.1
17

.3
 2

.2
31

.2
1

44
.7

1

64
.5

1

93
.3

1

12
7.

0
24

7.
7

65
6.

8
1,

06
9.

9

I .0 .0 .8 .3 . 8 .6

$8
2.

8
10

5.
4

12
9.

7
15

5.
8

18
3.

8
36

0.
4

61
7.

9
97

7.
3

1,
45

4.
9

2.
02

6.
9

3,
98

6.
8

9,
21

2.
0

14
,8

02
.9

0.
69 .8
4

.9
8

1.
12

1.
25

1.
88

2.
47

3.
04

3.
58

4.
08

4.
12

3.
59

3.
54

$2
3.

5
24

.9
26

.3
28

.0
29

.6
40

.3
55

.4
76

.4
10

5.
2

14
3.

9
29

6.
2

77
5.

0
1,

23
1.

4

$3
.8 5.
2

6.
6

8.
3

9.
9

20
.6

35
, 7

56
.7

85
.5

12
4,

2
24

6.
2

77
5.

0
1,

23
1.

4

$1
9.

7
19

.7
19

.7
19

.7
19

.7
19

.7
19

.7
19

.7
19

.7
19

,7
0 0 0

$7
5.

2
89

.5
10

4.
8

12
1.

0
13

8.
3

24
4.

7
39

8.
6

61
8.

0
97

.4
,6

1.
32

0.
1

2,
 3

98
.1

5,
75

3.
6

9,
53

0.
6

0.
62 .7
1

.7
9

.8
7

.9
4

1.
28

1.
59

1.
92

2.
27

2.
66

2.
48

2.
24

2.
28

$2
3.

5
24

.9
26

.3
28

.0
29

.6
40

.3
55

.4
76

.4
10

5.
2

14
3.

9
29

6.
2

77
5.

0
1,

23
1.

4

$1
0.

8
12

.3
13

.9
15

.5
17

.3
31

.2
44

.7
64

.5
93

.3
14

0.
9

29
6.

2
77

5.
0

I,
 2

31
. 4

$1
2.

7
12

.6
12

.4
12

.5
12

.3
9.

1
10

.7
1I

.9
11

.9 3.
0

0 0 0

$7
5.

2
89

.5
10

4.
2

12
1.

0
13

3.
3

24
4.

7
39

8.
6

61
8.

0
92

4.
6

1,
32

0.
1

2.
39

8.
1

5,
75

3.
6

9,
53

0.
6

0.
62 .7
1

.7
9

.8
7

.9
4

1.
28

1.
59

1.
92

2.
27

2.
66

2.
48

2.
24

2.
28

Fe
de

ra
l s

ha
re

, t
ot

al
Fe

de
ra

l s
ha

re
, p

re
se

nt
va

lu
e

46 22

.4 .0
59

1,
0

25
3,

 5

31
7.

1

14
1.

1

So
ur

ce
: U

.S
. T

re
as

ur
y 

D
ep

ar
tm

ra
t.

38



34

EXHIBIT VI-A

TOTAL RETIREMENT COSTS DURING FIRST 30 YEARS -FISCAL YEARS 1976-2005DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS
RETIREMENT SYSTEM (5 PERCENT SALARY AND COST OF LIVING INCREASES, 7 PERCENT INTEREST ON FUND
INVESTMENTS)

[Dollar amounts in millions'

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

Retirement contributions Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent

Total $2.117,2 100 $1,995.8 100 $1,995.8 100

Federal Government
District Government

460.4
1,656.8

22
78

591.0
1,404.8

30
70

317.1
1,678.7

16
84

EXHIBIT VI

TOTAL RETIREMENT COSTS DURING FIRST 30 YEARSFISCAL YEARS 1976 -2005 METROPOLITAN POLICE AND

FIRE RETIREMENT SYSTEM (5 PERCENT SALARY AND COST OF LIVING INCREASES, 7 PERCENT INTEREST ON

FUND INVESTMENT)
'Dollar amounts in millions'

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

Retirement contributions Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent

Total $5,409.0 100 $5,083.0 100 55, 083. 0 100

Federal Government. ...
District Government

, 113.4
4, 295.6

2t
79

1, 359.0
3324.0

27
73

763.4
4, 319.6

15
85

Mr. DELLUMS. I would like to thank y on both for your excellent
presentations. I would like to say, Mr. Weinberg, that the Chair is
sensitive to the question of this subcommittee and the full committee
will in no way violate the concept of the self-determination on the
part of the people of the District.

Unfortunately, if there is to be a pay raise, this committee will
have to make a recommendation to the Rules Committee to present
legislation to the floor, and the problem is that it is that time of the
year and my responsibility at this point, whether the committee
decides to exercise one or more options, we will have to hold hearings,

jso my job today is to get your best recommendations and responses
to the potential legislation bills that have been referred to our com-
mittee and we will hold the hearings at this point.

The subcommittee and the full committee has a number of options
to dispose of, but we will have 110 options if we do not have hearings.
However, given the lack of clarity in that concept of self-determination,
I find myself in the middle of it and we have to judiciously carry out
our responsibilities.

Mr. WEINBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The supporting material filed by May or-Commissioner Washington,

dated May 30, 1974, follows:]
COST ESTIMATETEACHERS SALARY ACT BASED ON 10 PERCENT SCHEDULE INCREASE

Cost! fiscal Cost, full
year 1975 fiscal year

Salary increase $5, 500, 000 $10, 725, 000

Evening and summer school 80.000 245, 000

Life insurance 20,000 30,000

Total 6,600, 000 11, 000, 000

1 Effective Jan. 1, 1975. 39
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SUMMARY OF PAY RAISES FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PERSONNEL SUBSEQUENT TO 1949

Year

Classification Act Police and firemen
Teachers and school

officers

Public
Law-

Average
Effective percent

date]increase
Public Effective
Law- date

Average
percent
increase

Public Effective
Law- date

Average
percent
increase

1949 81-429 3.7
1951 82-201 a94 82-207 a 10.0 82-207 a 10.01953 83-74 13.7 83-189 10.01955 84-94 7.5 84-244 7.5 84-243 14.91958 85-462 10.0 85-584 13.8 85438 14.01960 86-568 7.5 86-734 ....... .. ... 7.5 86-773 7.51962 87-793 Oct. 11,1962 5.5 87-882 Jan. 1,1963 11.6 87-881 Jan. 1,1963 10.61964 87-793 Jan. 1,1964 4.1
1964 88-426 Sept. 1,1964 4.2 88-575 July 1,1964 8.9 88-575 July 1,1964 7.01965 89-301 Oct. 1,1965 IV 3.6
1966... __. 89-504 July 1,1966 32 89-810 July 3,1966 9.9 89-810 July 1,1966 8.91967 90-206 Oct. 1,1967 4.5 90-320 Oct 1,1967 9.2 90-319 Oct. 1,1967 9,31968 90-206 July 1,1968 4.9 90-320 July 1,1968 .9 90-319 July 1,1968 10.91969 90-206 July 1,1969 9.1
1970. 91-231 Jan. 1,1970 6.0 91-297 July 1,1969 13.0 91-297 Sept. 1,1969 13.01971... ... 91-656 Jan. 1,1971 6.0
1972 92-210 Jan 1,1972 5.5 92-410 May 1,1972 17.4 92-518 Sept. 1,1972 7.0S U.S.C. 5305 Oct. 1,1972 5.1
1973 5 IJ.S.C. 5305 Oct. 1,1973 4.8 92-518 Sept. 1,1973 5.0

I Maximum $800.
2 Minimum 3300: maximum $800.

40



T
E

A
C

H
E

R
S

 A
N

D
 S

C
H

O
O

L 
O

F
F

IC
E

R
S

 S
A

LA
R

Y
 S

C
H

E
D

U
LE

!P
ub

lic
 L

aw
 9

2-
51

8-
ef

fe
ct

iv
e 

S
ep

te
m

be
r 

I, 
19

73
 (

on
ac

te
d 

O
ct

ob
er

 1
97

2)
J

S
al

ar
y 

cl
as

s 
an

d 
gr

ou
p

S
er

vi
ce

 s
te

p-

C
a

C
74

I
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9

C
la

ss
 IA

C
la

ss
 1

8
C

la
ss

 2
A

C
la

ss
 2

8
C

la
ss

 3
C

la
ss

 4
C

la
ss

 5 G
ro

up
 1

3-
M

A
G

ro
up

 C
-M

A
+

30
G

ro
up

 D
-D

oc
to

rs
C

la
ss

 6
,

G
ro

up
 B

-M
A

Le
ve

l 1
V

-P
rin

ci
p3

l
Le

ve
l 1

11
-P

rin
ci

pa
l

Le
ve

l I
I-

P
rin

ci
pa

l
Le

ve
l 1

-P
rin

ci
pa

l
G

ro
up

 C
 -

M
A

4,
30

Le
ve

l 1
V

-P
rin

ci
pa

l
Le

ve
l 1

11
-P

rin
ci

pa
l

Le
ve

l 1
1-

P
rin

ci
pa

l
Le

ve
l 1

 -
P

rin
ci

pa
l

G
ro

up
 0

-D
oc

to
rs

Le
ve

l 1
V

-P
rin

ci
pa

l
Le

nt
 Il

l-P
rin

ci
pa

l
Le

ve
l I

I-
P

rin
ci

pa
l

Le
ve

l I
 -

P
rin

ci
pa

l
C

la
ss

 7
 -

G
ro

up
 1

3-
M

A
G

ro
up

 C
 -

 M
A

-1
 3

0 
_

.
G

ro
up

 D
 -

D
oc

to
rs

-
C

U
M

 8 G
ro

up
 1

3-
1,

1A
G

ro
up

 C
-M

A
+

30
G

ro
up

 0
-D

oc
to

rs

1 
$4

1,
 4

75
2 

36
, 7

50
34

,6
50

32
, 5

50
24

, 9
30

21
,8

85

20
, 6

50
21

, 0
90

21
.5

25

20
, 0

65
20

, 0
65

19
, 4

90
18

, 9
10

18
, 3

30
20

, 5
05

20
,5

05
19

,9
25

19
, 3

45
18

, 7
70

20
, 9

40
20

, 9
40

20
,3

65
19

,7
80

19
, 2

05

18
,2

05
13

,. 
64

5
19

,C
80

16
,6

25
17

,0
70

17
, 5

05

$2
5,

52
5

22
. 4

00

21
, 1

40
21

, 5
85

22
,0

20

20
. 5

45
20

,5
45

19
, 9

65
19

, 3
90

18
, 8

05
20

, 9
85

20
,9

85
20

, 4
00

19
, 8

25
19

,2
45

21
, 4

20
21

. 4
20

20
, 8

45
20

, 2
60

19
, 6

E
0

18
,6

45
19

, 0
80

19
,5

15

17
.0

50
17

. 4
95

17
, 9

30

$2
6,

 1
20

22
, 9

15

21
, 6

35
22

, 0
75

22
,5

10

21
, 0

20
21

, 0
20

20
, 4

45
19

, 3
65

19
, 2

85
21

, 4
60

21
, 4

60
20

,8
80

20
, 3

00
19

,7
25

21
, 9

00
21

. 9
00

21
, 3

20
20

. 7
40

20
,1

60

19
,0

80
19

, 5
15

19
.9

50

17
. 4

75
17

, 9
20

18
, 3

55

$2
6,

71
0

23
, 4

30

22
, 1

30
22

, 5
70

23
, 0

05

21
, 5

00
21

, 5
00

20
 9

20
20

, 3
45

19
, 7

60
21

, 9
40

21
, 9

40
21

,3
55

20
,7

80
20

,2
00

22
, 3

75
22

, 3
75

21
, 8

00
21

,2
15

20
, 6

40

19
,5

15
19

, 9
50

20
,3

85

17
, 9

05
18

,3
45

18
, 7

80

$2
7,

 3
05

23
, 9

45

22
, 6

20
23

, 0
65

23
,5

00

21
, 9

75
21

, 9
75

21
, 4

00
20

, 8
20

20
, 2

40
22

, 4
20

22
, 4

20
21

,8
35

21
, 2

55
20

, 6
80

22
, 8

55
22

, 8
55

22
, 2

75
21

,6
95

21
, 1

15

19
,9

50
20

.3
85

20
,8

20

18
,3

30
18

, 7
70

19
, 2

05

$2
7,

 9
00

24
. 4

60

23
,1

15
23

, 5
55

23
, 9

95

22
, 4

55
22

,4
55

21
, 8

75
21

,3
00

20
, 7

15
22

, 8
95

22
, 8

95
22

, 3
15

21
,7

35
21

,1
60

23
, 3

30
23

, 3
30

22
. 7

55
22

, 1
70

21
, 5

95

20
,3

85
20

, 8
20

21
, 2

55

18
,7

55
19

, 1
95

19
, 6

30

$2
8,

 4
90

24
, 9

75

23
, 6

10
24

, 0
50

24
, 4

85

22
, 9

30
22

, 9
30

22
, 3

55
21

,7
75

21
,1

95
23

,3
75

23
,3

75
22

, 7
90

22
, 2

15
21

, 6
35

23
, 8

10
23

, 8
10

23
, 2

30
22

,6
50

22
, 0

70

20
,8

20
21

, 2
55

21
,6

95

19
, 1

80
19

. 6
20

20
, 0

55

$2
9,

08
5

25
, 4

90

24
, 1

05
24

, 5
45

24
, H

O

23
, 4

10
23

, 4
10

22
, 8

30
22

, 2
55

21
, 6

70
23

, 8
50

23
 8

50
23

, 2
70

22
, 6

90
22

, 1
15

24
, 2

85
24

, 2
85

23
, 7

10
23

, 1
25

22
, 5

50

21
,2

55
21

, 6
95

22
, 1

30

19
,6

05
20

, 0
45

20
, 4

80

$2
9,

 6
80

26
, 0

05

24
, 5

95
25

, 0
35

25
, 4

75

23
, 8

30
23

, 8
90

23
, 3

10
22

, 7
35

22
,1

50
24

,3
30

24
,3

30
23

,7
45

23
,1

70
22

,5
90

24
, 7

65
24

, 7
65

24
,1

85
23

,6
05

23
,0

25

21
,6

95
22

, 1
30

22
,5

65

20
, 0

30
20

, 4
70

20
, 9

05



C
la

ss
 9

:
G

ro
up

 B
 -

B
--

M
A

16
,4

70
16

.8
75

17
.2

80
17

,G
80

18
.0

85
18

.4
90

18
. 8

95
19

.3
00

19
.7

40
22

10
99

,, 
57

18
40

05
5

G
ro

up
 C

-M
A

+
30

16
.9

10
17

, 3
15

17
,7

50
17

, 7
20

IS
. 1

25
18

,5
60

18
.9

30
11

09
;7

37
30

5
20

,1
75

18
. 5

25
G

ro
up

 0
-D

oc
to

rs
18

, 1
55

18
. 5

90
ea

C
la

ss
 1

0:
17

,3
45

18
,9

65
19

, 3
65

a.
16

,2
30

16
,6

20
17

,0
15

17
, 4

10
1

G
ro

up
 B

-M
A

15
, 8

35
16

, 6
70

17
, 0

65
17

,
18

,
18

,6
80

11
88

,6
41

90
5

18
.9

85

11
I8

09
:, 

74
:0

5

cn
G

ro
up

 C
-M

A
+

30
16

,2
75

17
,1

05
16

,
17

, 5
00

17
,8

50
19

,0
30

to
G

ro
up

 0
-D

oc
to

rs
18

, 2
85

19
, 4

65

r
C

la
ss

 1
1:

16
, 1

10
11

79
, 6

92
75

9
18

.0
00

15
,7

35
G

ro
up

 B
-M

A
15

, 3
55

16
, 8

70
a.

G
ro

up
 C

-M
A

+
30

15
,7

95
16

,1
75

16
, 5

55
16

, 4
90

16
,9

30
17

,3
10

17
, 2

45
17

,6
85

11
89

,5
10

5
11

80
40

04
5

18
, 8

20

I
C

la
ss

 1
2:

0-
D

oc
to

rs
..

16
, 2

35
16

,6
10

15
, 1

95

16
, 9

90
17

,3
65

15
, 9

20

17
,7

45

16
,2

80

18
,1

25

17
, 0

05
17

, 3
65

11
79

:7
23

05
5

cu
G

ro
up

 B
-M

A
14

,8
30

15
,6

30
15

, 5
55

15
, 9

90
16

,7
15

16
,6

45
17

, 0
80

17
.4

40
G

ro
up

 C
-M

A
+

30
15

,2
65

16
,0

70
17

. 8
05

G
ro

up
 0

-D
oc

to
rs

15
, 7

10
16

,4
35

16
, 3

55
16

,7
95

17
, 5

20
17

, 8
80

12
.1

65
18

,6
05

C
la

ss
 1

3:
17

,1
55

15
. 7

50

18
, 2

45

14
, 4

45
14

, 8
80

15
, 3

15
G

ro
up

 B
-M

A
13

, 5
70

14
, 0

05
14

, 4
50

16
.1

85
16

, 6
20

G
ro

up
 C

-M
A

{
14

, 0
10

14
, 8

85
16

, 1
90

17
,0

65
15

,7
55

15
, 3

20
16

, 1
90

16
,6

25
11

67
;0

66
20

5
17

, 5
00

G
ro

up
 0

-D
oc

to
rs

14
, 4

50
14

,8
85

15
, 3

20
15

7,
55

17
, 09

50
35

05
5

S
er

vi
ce

 s
te

p-
lo

ng
ev

ity
1

2
3

4
5

6
7

8
9

10
11

12
13

st
ep

 Y

C
la

ss
 1

4:
G

ro
up

 A
-B

A
10

,3
95

10
, 8

50
11

,3
10

11
,7

65
12

,2
20

12
,6

80
13

,1
35

13
,5

90
14

, 0
50

14
,5

05
14

,9
65

15
.4

20
15

.8
75

G
ro

up
 B

-M
A

11
, 2

65
11

,7
25

12
,1

80
12

,6
35

13
,0

95
13

,5
50

14
,0

05
14

,4
65

14
,9

20
15

.3
75

15
.8

35
16

,2
90

16
,7

50
G

ro
up

 C
 -

M
A

+
30

11
.7

10
12

,1
65

12
,6

20
13

,0
80

13
, 5

35
13

,9
90

14
,4

50
14

,9
05

15
. 3

60
15

,8
20

16
,2

75
16

, 7
30

17
,1

90
G

ro
up

 D
--

 D
oc

to
rs

12
, 1

45
12

,6
00

13
, 0

55
13

, 5
15

13
,9

70
14

, 4
25

14
,8

85
15

, 3
40

15
,7

95
16

,2
55

16
,7

10
17

, 1
70

17
,6

25
C

la
ss

 1
5:

G
ro

up
 A

B
A

8,
77

0
9,

12
0

9,
47

0
9,

82
5

10
,1

75
10

.5
25

10
.6

65
11

,4
10

11
,0

50
12

,2
80

12
,7

30
13

,1
70

13
,6

15
14

,6
65

G
ro

up
 A

-1
 -

B
A

+
15

9,
21

0
9,

56
0

9,
91

0
10

,2
65

10
,6

15
10

,9
65

11
,4

10
11

.8
50

12
,2

90
12

,7
30

13
,1

70
13

,6
15

14
,0

55
15

,5
40

C
ro

up
 B

-M
A

9,
65

0
10

,0
90

10
.5

30
10

,9
75

11
,4

15
11

,8
55

12
,4

00
12

,9
45

13
,4

95
14

,0
40

14
, 5

85
15

,1
30

15
,6

75
17

,1
15

G
ro

up
 C

-M
A

+
30

10
, 0

90
10

, 5
30

10
,9

75
11

,4
15

11
,8

55
12

,2
95

12
,8

04
13

.3
90

13
,9

35
14

,4
80

15
,0

25
15

, 5
70

16
, 1

20
17

,5
65

G
ro

up
 0

-D
oc

to
rs

10
,5

30
10

,9
75

11
,4

15
11

,8
55

12
,2

95
12

,7
35

13
,2

85
13

,8
30

14
,3

75
14

,9
20

15
,4

65
16

,0
15

16
,5

60
18

,1
35

I T
he

 r
at

e 
of

 c
om

pe
ns

at
io

n 
fo

r 
sa

la
ry

 c
la

ss
 IA

 Is
 li

m
ite

d 
to

 th
e 

ra
te

 fo
r 

le
ve

l I
ll 

of
 th

e 
E

xe
cu

tiv
e

S
ch

ed
ul

e 
(1

40
,0

00
 a

s 
of

 th
e 

ef
fe

ct
iv

e 
da

te
 o

f t
hi

s 
sa

la
ry

 a
dj

us
tm

en
t)

.
3 

T
he

 r
at

e 
of

 c
om

pe
ns

at
io

n 
fo

r 
sa

la
ry

 c
la

ss
 1

0 
is

 li
m

ite
d 

to
 th

e 
ra

te
 fo

r 
le

ve
l V

 o
f t

he
 E

xe
cu

tiv
e

S
ch

ed
ul

e 
(5

36
,0

00
 a

s 
of

 th
e 

ef
fe

ct
iv

e 
da

te
 o

f t
hi

s 
sa

la
ry

 a
dj

us
tm

en
t)

.

N
ot

e:
 T

ho
 5

 p
er

 c
en

tu
m

 c
om

pe
ns

at
io

n 
in

cr
ea

se
 r

ep
re

se
nt

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
sa

la
ry

 r
at

es
 in

 th
is

 s
ch

ed
ul

e
re

ce
iv

ed
 C

os
t o

f l
iv

in
g 

C
ou

nc
il 

cl
ea

ra
nc

e 
on

 S
ep

t, 
28

, 1
97

3.



38

SUMMER SCHOOL TEACHERS AND ADULT EDUCATION SCHOOLS SALARY SCHEDULE

/Public Law 92-518effective Sept. 1, 1973 (enacted October 1972)1

Per period

Classification Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Summer school (regular):
Teachers, elemental), and secondary schools; counselor, elementary and

secondary schools; librarian, elementary and secondary schools; school
social worker; speech correctionist; school psychologist $7.76 $3.80 $9.91

Psychiatrist social worker 8.93 10.12 11.40
Veterans' summer school centers: Teacher 7.76 8.80 9.91
Adult education schools:

Teacher 8.54 9.68 10.90
Assistant principal 11.95 13.56 15.26
Principal 13.23 15.00 16.89

STATEMENT or PURPOSE. AND JUSTtE IcATIus FOR INLRLASING THE SALARIES
OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS AND SCHOOL OFFICERS

I. INTRODUCTION

Sala.' ,s for District of Columbia teachers and school officers were last increased
in September 1973 by Public Law 92-518. That lass increased salary levels in
two steps, an average of 12 percent, and thereby established a Lighly competitive
pay scale for District teachers in relation to salaries paid other teachers in the
Washington Metropolitan Area. In addition, the 88770 starting salary for District
teachers with a Bachelor's Degree ranks nationally in the upper quartile of the
nation's 29 largest cities.. In the following text, current trends in salary and the
status levels for teachers will be examined.

IL RESTATEMENT OF SALARY POLICY

The question that is frequently asked during a period of high inflation is n by
shouldn't salary levels be established in accordance n ith changes in the Consumer
Price Index. We believe that any relationship with only one economic indicator
places the District Govenment in a position where it would ignore comparable
salaries being paid locally as well as nationally fur teachers. Use of the Consumer
Price Index as the sole indicator for salary adjustments will be discussed later
in this report; however, it should be noted here that there is a growing body of
controversy concerning the accuracy of the Consumer Price Index to meet all
of the demands called upon it, especially in the light that it reflects buying habits
which were first set in 1963. Therefore, the District Gov ernment believes that for
the purpose of setting salaries for District teachers and school officers, the fullonnig
policies should continue to be used as general guides:

(1) That the minimum salaries for District of Columbia public school teachers
should be significantly higher than minimum salaries paid by school systems in
the Washington -Metropolitan Area, that the maximum salaries for District
public school teachers ).,liould be close to the highest rates paid in the area, and
that salaries for District school ufficen, should be close to the highest salaries paid
by school systems in the Washington Metropolitan Area. Because suburban
areas provide other ach antages, such ft- savings in travel time and fewer socio-
economic problems, large city sell( ul systems most be able to offer a competitive
salary if they are to attract and retain capable and enlightened teachers and
school officers. For the District Government to pay the same as that patd by local
school jurisdictions would place us at a decided competitive disadvantage since
a young teacher would generally prefer ti, teach in a suburban school .y-stein if
there were no difference in salary as an attractor.

f2) That salaries of District of Columbia school teachers and officers should be
in a very favorable competitive position with thus( of the nation's largest cities,
particularly those cities which are likely to recruit personnel from the same areas
as the District (e.g., Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Baltimore and New York). The
next fen years are vital, and there is every likelihood that key administrative
personnel will continue to be sought from outside of the District's public school
system and certainly key administrative personnel in our ()nit school system
will be highly sought by others.

These policies arc important bemuse they establish sound guidelines for salary
administration and set L gical basis for providing competitive salaries for our
educational employees.
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III. CURRENT CONIPLTITIA h. SALARY POSITION OF DISTRICT TEACHERS

A. Local Jurisdictions
The District proposes to increase the salary levels for it, teachers and school

officers by an average of 10 percent. We belie% e that we ha % c been able to hold
tour salary advantage in comparison to salaries paid beginning teachers by the
sly local :ysteltm tAlexandrm, Arlington, Fairfax, Falls Choral, Motitgono y and
Prince George's) even though the 1973-74 school year was the thirteenth con-
secutive y ear that most or all of the local school systems have increased ttaehers'
salaries. Table 1 below depicts the five y ear trend in teacher salaries locally and
demonstrates that the District has held a competitive advantage fur the school
rear, 1970-71 through 1973 74. In addition, you will note in the etJutnn headed
1974-75 that even without a salary adjustment for the next school year, the
District Gov t rnment would maintain a cunipelt1%0 salary position in com-
parison watt the lot al jurisdictions. A 10 percent adjustment would place District
teachers at $9650 per annum to start, %%loch is inmost $600 higher than the next
highest pay mg jurisdiction. Because of this salary ad% cottage, %se believe that an
effective date of January 1, 1975, would be appropriate. By contrast, II.R. 14400
provides that teachers of the District of Columbia shall receive an increase tout
less than 13 percent, effective September 1, 1974. H.R. 14662 also provides for a
13 percent increwe in F.Y. 1975.

These tills would start a teacher at $9910 per annum, some $855 higher than
the next highest pay ing school system in the Washington Metropolitan Area. and
would require the levying of several taxes provided for in the bills to finance its
$14.3 million cost. We can find no %iable basis for the 13 percent increase proposed
In 11.R. 14400 and H.R. 14662. As indicated later in this report, the District's
competitive position, both ducally and Inition.1113, will be effectively maintained
by our proposed 10 percent adjustment. Moreover, if the rise in the cost of !king
is the basis for the 13 percent adjustment proposed in the two bills, it should be
noted that the Washington Metropolitan Area Consumer Price Index increased
by 5.6 percent in the six mouths between August 1973 and February 1974 and is
expected to total about 10 percent for the year ending August 1974. The District's
proposal, 10 peretut effeeti%e January 1, 1975, attempts to balance our local and
national competitive positions. the anticipated increicse in the cost li%ing and
our ability to pay for the increase within the frameuurk of our proposed financial
plan for F. V. 1975.

TABLE 1.-5-YEAR TREND IN SALARIES PAID TO BEGINNING BACHELOR'S DEGREE TEACHERS BY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

IN THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

School system 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

Alexandria $7,250 $7,550 $7,850 $8,285 (I)
Arlington 7, 000 7, 575 7, 826 8, 217 $9, 055
Fairfax 7,200 7,350 7,600 7.900 (I)
Falls Church 7, 250 7, 550 7.800 8,100 8, 600
Mortgomery 7,250 7,615 7,880 8,101 8,668
Prince Georges 7,175 7.600 7,828 8,080 8,646
Washington, D.0 7, 800 7, 800 8, 350 8, 770 3 8, 770

I Not presently available,
2 Present rate; proposed rate. $9,650.

Chart 1, attached, shows comparisons of District of Columbia teachers salaries
with those of other local school sy stems for the 1973-74 school year. While the
District maintained its comp% tit e position for rho teachers entering the school
syrit ern, it did less well at the BA maximum and at the MA maximum It %els.
Chart 2, attached, depicts the competitive position of the District for the 74 75
school y ear as w ell as the comparative ,salarn s under the District's proposal.
B. Trends in the Nation's Largest City School Systems

During the 1973 74 school year, the salary increases granted teachers iu the
nation's largest t ales generally fall %%Ulm, the percent to reetat salary
adjustment range. Of 20 ulcs reporting th, amuutit of tin it increases in a recent
survey, 15 gave increases of 5.5 percent ur less and only five granted raises alone
this amount. These adjustmcnts of approximately 5 to 5.5 percent cann,a be
bodily attributed to economic stabilization controls, since the four years previous
to tilt 1973 74 school year showed a di kelt:ration of teacher salaries nationally,
where average increases advanced approximately 6 percent per year.
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Chart 3, attached, shows that the District currently ranks fifth at the BA
minimum among the nation's 29 largest cities, which again indicates that we havebeen able to maintain our competitive position at or near the top nationally, in
conformance with the salary policy described previously.
C. Trends in Beginning Salaries Paid by Industry

The following table (Table 2) provides a eompairison of salaries paid to grad-
uates with a Bachelor's Degree in several occupational areas and that of beginningteachers:

TABLE 2.Average starting salaries offered to graduates with bachelor's degree for
selected positions in private industry, 1074-75 1

-Irerage
starlingPosition: salary

Engineering $11. 556Accounting 11, 040MathematicsStatistician 10, 176SalesMarketing 9, 864EconomicsFinance 9, 672Business administration 9, 072Liberal arts 8, 892TeachingDistrict of Columbia proposed 2 11,380
I Ileirs are those offered in Novemter 1973 to individuals who will graduate in Juno 1574.i Proposed $9,650 stard ng salary for the District's 10 month school year annualized.
Sour r Frank S. Endicott, DIrectorof Placement, Northwestern University.

Ac indicated, the proposed $9,650 salary for a beginning D.C. teacher has beenannualized in order to make a valid comparison with the other occupations whichwork on a 12-month basis. The resultingsalary of $11,580 per annum is higher thanthe top average starting salary for Engineering, which as shown by Table 2, is$11,556. Another factor to be considered is the average workweek. In privateindustry, it is generally 40 hours; whereas the average workweek for a teacher inthe District of Columbia is approximately 30 hours, the shortest workweek,
incidentally, in comparison with the other teaching positions in the WashingtonMetropolitan Area.

In summary, three factors emerge which we believe support the District'sproposed 10 percent adjustment for D.C. teachers. First, the beginning salaryfor District teachers, when compared to the local jurisdictions, is significantlyhigher in the 1973-74 school year and, by all information now available, thisadvantage will increase if the beginning salary is adjusted from its current $8770to the $9650 proposed. Second, the District would continue to maintain its com-petitive position nationally, especially in comparison with those cities in the easternpart of the United States. Third, the proposed salary of 59650 for a starting teacherin the District of Columbia is highly competitive with the beginning salary beingoffered to 1974 graduates in occupations in the private sector.
D. The Question of the Longer School Day

An intricate part of the total consideration of salary increases for D.C. teachersis the collective bargaining now taking place between the Washington TeachersUnion and the Board of Education. The 6-hour day or 30-hour workweek now ineffect for District teachers is an important issue in the negotiations, since the hoursof cork should also be comparable with those in the local and national schoolsystems used for salary comparison purposes. Locally, the District has the shortestworkday; and, nationally, as reported by 22 other large cities in a recent survey, thethird lowest. The District Government supports the bargaining position of theBoard of Education that any increase in salary be accompanied by an increase inthe workday amounting to an additional 45 minutes per day. This issue was firstdiscussed in the 1971 negotiations. At that time, the union agreed in a letter ofunderstanding to negotiate the issue of a longer school day once salary increaselegislation was enacted. Despite increases totaling 12 percent since then, the unionhas refuted to negotiate the issue and only during the present bargaining has itbeen a matter of consideration. The District is now supporting a pay raise of 10percent, which would provide teachers a cumulative 22 percent increase in salarysince the union's commitment to negotiate the longer school day. We believe that
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if the integrity of collective bargainhi6 to be preserved, a longer school day
must be negotiated in consideration of any further adjustment in the salary levels
for teachers and that the issue must not be taken out of context by enactment oflegislation which would only consider pay.

IV. SALARY INCREASES FOR SCHOOL OFFICERSSALARY CLASSES 1 THR0I7G11 14

Accepted practice has been to develop the remainder of the salary schedule forschool officers by establishing relationships betucen salaries of teachers and
salaries of certain "benchmark positions" (i.e., key positions used for comparison
purposes) which are found in school systems in other large cities. These ratio orindex differentials form the basis for maintaining the proper class relationships.
Table 3 below indicates this relationship for certain selected key jobs in theschool system.

TABLE 3.INDEX RELATIONSHIP OF PROPOSED MAXIMUM SALARIES FOR KEY JOBS AS A PERCENTAGE OF SALARY
STEP 13 FOR CLASSROOM TEACHERS WITH A MASTER'S DEGREE

Key job Class
Maximum

salary Index

Teacher 15B I 517.245 1.00Assistant principal 8B 22.075 1.28Principal, level II 66 24,585 1.43Director, cuiriculum 4 28.620 1.66Assistant superintendent. 3 32, 590 1.89Associate superintendent 26 36,000 2.09Deputy superintendent 2A 238.003 2,20Vice superintendent IB 240,000 2,32Superintendent IA 4 45, 500 2.64

I Service step 13.
2 Limited to 536.600.

Limited to 540,000.

V. PROPOSED INCREASE TIED TO COST OF LIVING

Recently, considerable emphasis has been placed by employee organizations ondirect application of the cost of living to pro\ ide the basis for salary adjustments
and that cost of living be the sole determinant for future adjustmentsas the Con-
sumer Price Index reaches certain percentage levels. The Districts Governmentcannot place itself in a position concerning salary adjustments which wouldcommit it to cost of living or to comparability depending on which system cciunAci,
more favorably for emplyoces and would provide the higher increase in any par-ticular year. Appendix 1 to this report provides a discussion on the problems
involved in using the Consumer Price Index as a sole indicator as presented in a
recent article in the April 27, 1974, issue of Business Week. This report states "as
more and more people seek protection from the ravages of inflationthe CPIshowed a LI percent rise just last monththe importance of the indexes will in-
crease. And the spotlight will shine more brightly on their long known deficiencies:

Neither index (the Consumer Price Index or the Wholesale Pnce Index) ade-
quately reflects changes in the quality of goods.

The CPI fails to pick up changes in how consumers allocate their consumption
dollars; it still uses the 1963 "market basket" in 1974.

Both indexes, but the WPI in particular, rely heavily on list prices rather thanthe actual prices paid.
In neither index is the coverage of the consumer population and the industrial

sectors and products broad enough to show an accurate picture."
The article went on to indicate that these shortcomings may show inflation

rising too fast at times and too slowly at other times and that right now most price
analysts and economists maintain that the rate of inflatilin lb being overstated."

A study prepared by the D.C. Personnel Office indicates that of 23 large cities,
just four reported basing teacher pay adjustments on cost of living changes and
among the five local suburban jurisdictions responding to thesun cy questionnaire,
two reported using the east of living as a basis for setting pay for its teachers.
We believe that the 10 percent adjustment proposed by the l)istnct Government
does not ignore the impact of increases in the cost of living on our teachers. tinthe other hand it is not the sole indicator for our salary recommendation.
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FINANCING ALTLRNATI% Ls FOR VII. POLIO.. AND Pitta. IILTIREMLNT SYSTI.M

A Report on Options kinder C(aisideration by The District of Colunibia Govern-
ment. Office of Budget mid Financial Management, April 25, 1074)

INTRODUCTION

The District of Columbia Gott rnment has been k Nathining .et eral options for
plat mg the City 's rttutiient programs ill a sound at tuarial basis. Analysis of
these alternati% e financing approaches has been conducted a ith the a.ssistalice
of Mr. Cedne Knoll, Got eminent Actuary a ith the U.S. Treasury Department.
Although this r( port cone( ntrates primarily on the Police and Fire Retirement

sik in, .ii analysis of financing alternatie( ha the Teachers Retirement System
I. also under %%ay. The main purpose of this report is to set forth the retirement
financing approaches under c(aisnh lation at this time, using the police and lire
.7.3,4 tit to illustrate their potential implications. A formal recommendation on the
financing of both sy stems Ti achers as aell Police and Firea ill be made by
the Disti let (io% eminent after the Executive Branch has completed its rev lea of
a% ailabh options. By examining the relative merits of each option and discussing
the tradeoffs among them, at hula to clarify some of the complex questions that
mist be addressed by the Executitk and La gislati% e branches prior to selecting a
realistic financing strategy.

OVERVIEW OF RETIREMENT FINANCING ISSTE

Tin isI/C of retirement financing canna rs on tan closely related fiscal respon-
sibilities. I 1 ) meeting a City obligation to provide retirement benefits fur former
employees, and establishing a fiscally responsible and actuarially sound
financing plan to caner the cost of these commitments. The current method of
pin:stun financing, tin pad -as- you -go approach, (.10(:;, not offer a ulentic of funding
future retirement benefits tit advance. Under this method, the full burden of
pi lision annuities is placed on the mutual budget after employ cc retirements take
place. In contrast, actuarially _funded retirement systems create reserves during
periods of active IIR.Rt to offset tin cost of pension payments %%hen rk tire-
mem eligibility is ultimately reached. Thus, landed alternati%cs offer a way of
lamming at least a portion of future retirement benefits ail& employees are
a ()rising instead of deferring the entire obligation until pensions fall duc.
a. Trends in Benefit Payments

During the past five years (FY 1969 1971), total police and lire annuity costs
ha% t doubted from $20.2 million to 8-12.1 million, representing an annual increase
of 16 percent. Over tills same period, the 0% crall District operating budget has
groan nearly 12 percent each y car. Police and fire retirement costs, therefore,
ha%i risen about one-third faster than the total City budget o% a the past the
years.

Through the balance of this decade, police and fire retireuitut costs a ill con-
tuna to experience steady groath w absolute tennis, as well as in relation to pay-
roll costs for active police and fire employees. Assuming annual pay raises of 5
perek lit, hem tit pay ments a ill reach the 860 million mark by FY 1980, an in-

k ask of 70 percent o%or the current level. During this same by c year period, the
,, -t of pension benefits will rise from the present rate of 50 percent of police and

tire pay roll to nearly 56 percent in FY 1980. The continuing trend of retirement
Lusts ad% aiming in relation to pay roll %%ill finally make police and fire pension
pay ['tents more costly than active Randier salaries by 2007. E%cntually, pension
benefits art expected to stabilize at a cost about 16 percent higher than annual
pay roll requirements. Exhibit. I slums pay roil and rctirkment annuity costs
through F1 1978 and in selected years thereafter.
b. Trends in Accrued Liability

11 hone% er au acta%e employ ek earns another year of ser% ier toaard retirement
ebgnbility, the increment of future retirement bent fits generated by that additional
y ear of ski% ice is credited to the employee. The slink total of incremental retire-
ment benefits earned by all members of a rk tirement system because of accumu-
lated past sere ice credits is termed "Total Accrued Liability." In this respect,
total accrued liability is analogous to a jurisdiction's outstanding debt, since each
r( pit,. -its a long-um contractual obligation aith payment guaranteed in future
y oar-. Accrued liability is an important retirement financing concept because it
r( teats the amount that should be reserved to meet previously earned benefits of
t ht retirenant system as they fall due. Any portion of this outstanding liability that
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is not held in reser% u is called Unfunded Liability." Thus, a :et stem's unfunded
habitat indicates the amount that has not been put into a fund to help pat retire-
ment benefit: that have already been earned.

Since the Dist net's Police and Fire R tirenient System. is completely unfunded,
total ace rued habitat equals unfunded habitat Recent projections place the
system's total accrued liability at $582 million let the end 1975 (assuming
a 7 percent discount rate). During the next ten years, total accrued habitat can
be t epee ked to ads tenet, at an annual rate of 9 percent if police and fire wage
increases continue to as er age 5 percent each year. -Under these conditions, the
unfunded liability of the police and lire nail em ten. *stunt %%kWh! :41rpttbz, the
I Iulhuu niark eta ,UN en year- e FY 1982), assuming no action is taken to finance
the - stem on an actuarially funded busts. Exhibit I lists total recoiled liabilities
pre ejec ted for the system tes er short, intermediate, and long-t erni periods.
.Icluarial Considerations

lieselopitng act Oarellt sound financiiig alternatis es hinge s upon the selection
of re ali-tic assumptions gees unmet; a Itllmbe I of important actuaria consideration-.
These assumptions plat a "ILA role in the formulation of retirement financing
pole ies because future pension eo,ta Mid annual re tireinott contributions to the
fund .are directly influenced lit such clitacal economic factors as prevailing price
t re reds, salary increases and the rate of return expected on fund ins est mega:, As
reported ui the actuarial %Antitheft performed lit the U.S. 'Treasury Department,
fore XliinPle, a funded retirement system esetuld not be financially sound if fut ore
peeine and lire %sage rates N ere tee coutinuallt outpaee the gross th in fund interest,
earning-. Thu-, the choice of actuarial assumption- can has e a profound effect on
the financing alternative ultimately adopted.

In eon-meeting the options discussed in this report, the original assumptions
contained in the Treasury Department's December 31, 1971 actuarial NI11118thoti
%sun adju-ted tee bring them more in line faith recent economic trends. Police
and tire cage lee acre aullied to men ase at an annual rate of 5 percent in
het ping with actual experience its er the pa-t 25 e ars. Although pat alerease-
arc not awarded annually, the long -term nate of gross th ui lee thee and fire cages
inns ask raged 5 pi recut each t ear. Inere:0A, In t he ceest-of-lis ing were also set at
5 percent per year to reflect the IV% erage onnual change in the Washington area
C'egisurner Price Index since 1969. En plett ce cenaributitons were set at the current
rate 7 percent of salart in keeping %all the objectis en of basing projections
om pre-cut retirement policies. This assumption is important in funded approache,
bee au-t the '`ant total of einplot et. and templet:sur contributions determine total
financing costs and the automat of fund reserves set aside. each year. Finally, the
Interest a-sumattion ten fund earnings se, a- established at nil annual rate of 7 per-
cent to foliose, mon clo-elt regent de selopment- in the financial securities market.
lu addition, the Di-t net Gees eminent also plans to conduct an analt sis of financing
options based on a more eon-era at US e 6 percent interest as-uniption in the is Nit
that long-term market trends fall below their present levels.
Alternative Financing Options

The District of Columbia Gees eminent 1- act is eem-ult ring three financing
felt& niatis es for placing the Polies, and Fire Rt t Outlet System on a mend financial
footing. All three options are intended to create a fund re-ere ba-ed oll accepted
actuarial principles, thus satisfy mg the finalecirig -tandards reurniallt associated
with sound retirement administration.

The approaches, under consideration pros ide feer s ar.I.,ing degrees of Federal
participation in the ostablishme lit of the regirotte lit fund osur fixed periods of
tune. They recogni:c the District ref CA11111)141%, iuliyuc position in the Federal
- tract tire and the close Federal-Di-nut partnership that ha- been an intrinsic
part of the legi-latis hi -tort of the P1)1Ict and Fire Retirement St stein. More-
its er, ui rely ing upon Federal support toe re ate a retire meat fund, these approaches
parallel earlier commitments made, lit the. Federal Gees el.:intent ins oh ing the
transfer of jurisdiction user existing retirement st ste Ins te, other gets eminent al
units. In addition to these Feet dent,, Congre«s has pries ids d substantial support,
for the Cis II Service and I, tereign Service retirement stein' ahem earlier finan-
cing arrangements failed to satisfy minimal funding require. rents. In 1974,
for example, the Federal Gus eminent null make a, ailable lettere than $2 billion
abuse the normal matching contribution- to maintain the financial position of
t he-ee retirement fund4.

Three separate financing options are described itt this section. l I) Li s et Per -
centage Approach, (2) Normal Cost Approach alth Federal liquid:anal of the
initial unfunded habitat , and (3) Normal Cost Approach meth joint Federal-
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District liquidation of the initial unfunded liability. Because each of these ap-
proaches has a direct impact OH Federal appropriations, the options first must lie
cleared by the Offiee of Iltnagement and Budget before retirement financing
legislation can be officially introduced by the District Government.

OPTION ILEVEL PERCENTAGE APPROACH

Descrip.ion.Undcr the Level Percentage Approach, annual contributions to
the retirement fund are set at a constant fraction of police aid fire payroll costs.
Actuarial projections shots that 86.8 percent of police and lire pay roll mould hay c
to be placed into the fund linnually to meet the funding requirements of this
financing method. This percentage amount 6 in addition to eniploy(1: contribu-
tions of 7 percent of payroll which are also an essential element in the financing
arrangements. The 86.8 percentage lei a SS as compute d on an actuarial basis su as
to establish a fund that will meet future retirement liabilities indefinitely through
combination of fund earnings and aiinual coutlibutions. Thus, by follow ing this
approach, all present and future retirement benefits will be honored as they fall
due without annual employ er contributions et, er exceeding a specified fraction of
the police and lire salary costs.

Cost Sharing .Irrangemcni.Under this option, the District share of the cost
of building up the fund would essentially be the pay-as-you-go amount. In FY
1976, District pay-as-y uu-go costs are projected at about 43 percent of pay roll.
Since the total funding requirement is set at a higher let el, the Federal contribu-
tion would ,,imply make up the difference between the District's 43 percent share
and the 86.8 let, el percentage of pay roll. The F( deral contribution mould ease in
about 27 years whets the District's pay-as-you-go cost finally reaches the level
percentage amount. Thereafter, the District Ns uuld assume the full financing
responsibility on a level percentage basis.

Exhibit II shows the annual cost of the Level Percentage Approach in selected
years and the respectiv e share of the cost borne by the Distnct and Federal
Governments. The Federal contribution would begin in FY 1976 at $38.6 million
(44% of payroll). Then, as District pay-as-you-go contributions increase each
year, Federal ci)sts %% Ladd gradually decline its a percentage of payroll. In absolute
terms, however, the Federal share of total funding requirements would actually
increase for Re% oral years before dropping off, since payroll costs are assumed to
grow 5 percent annually. A final Federal contribution of $.1 million would conic
in fiscal year 2003.- The total Federal commitment over the 27 year period FY
1976-200:3 would be $1,113.4 million, Nr hich in present value terms amounts to
$517.5 million.

Adranlagcs. The Level Percentage Approach provides a conceptually straight-
forward meths d of computing annual employer contributions into the retirement
fund. For this reason, future retirement contributions can be planned well in
advance, at an amount that will gradually increase at the same annual rate as
total police and fire payroll costs. This approach facilitates sound fiscal planning
because retirement contributions parallel police and fire wage trends and thus
do not experience erratic, unanticipated fluctuations which strain the resource
base of local jurisdictions. Moreover, this option offers the most equitable treat-
ment of taxpayers since retirement contributions are set at a constant percentage
of payroll costs. Thus, future taxpayers du nut bear a larger proportionate share
of retirement costs as they do under the pay-as-you-go system. The fund created
through this method ultimately stabilizes at a level nearly- 12 times payroll costs.
which pros ides a high degree of financial security fur future pension benefits.
Finally, this approach phases in the District Government's assumption of full
retirement financing responsibility over a 27 year period, tlu reby reducing the
immediate, short-term dislocations that mould invariably result from excessive
start-up costs.

OPTION 2 NORMAL COST APPROACH

(Federal Liquidation of Initial Unfunded Liability)

Divription."Normal Cost" is the amount that should be placed in reserve
each y to meet n( a retirement liabilities which have accrued during the year.
The Normal Co-4 Approach is designed to establish a funding reserve by paying
full "normal cost" (Which amounts to 11.3 percent of payroll on a static salary
basis) each year and 1,3 amortizing over 30 years any additional liabilities resulting
from pay raises, benefit changes and other plan amendments. The basic normal
cost plus amortization approach provides a sufficient fund fur liabilities accruing
currently and in the future but dues nut address the problem of the initial un-
funded liability. To resolve this problem, which developed over a lung history of
inadequate funding, this option calls fur Federal liquidation of the initial un-
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funded liability over a 30 year period. This means that after 30 years the systemwould no longer carry any outstanding unfunded liabilities.
Cost Sharing Arrangement. The District's share of the financing responsibilityunder this option is the payment of full normal cost (11.3 percent of police andfire payroll) each year plus any contribution needed to amortize additional

currently accruing liabilities. The Federal contribution is the complete liquidationof the $582 million initial unfunded liability over a 30 year financing period.
Exhibit III presents a cost breakdosvn of the District and Federal contributionsunder this financing option. Retirement contributions of the District Govern-ment would begin at $18.4 million in FY 1976 and would increase each year asannual normal and amortization requirements continue to mount. The Federalcost under a level payment liquidation schedule would be $45.3 million a year for30 years, beginning in FY 1976 and ending in FY 2005. The total Federal con-tribution would amount to $1,359 million over the 30 year period which isequivalent to $582 million in present value terms.
Adrantages.----The normal cost approach is the retirement financing methodmost fmquently used by politic and private employers across the country. Inaddition, the option described above fully complies with the minimum financingstandards recently approved by both houses of Congress as part of nationalpension zeform legislation. Clearly, the most attract h e feature of this approachis the complete funding of the present total accrued liability of the system in 30years. Furthermoie, this option places the District Government's financing com-mitment on an actuarially sound basis with responsibility for funding all (Atticaand future liabilities of the system. The fund reserve established by this approachguards against the future creation of unfunded liabilities and ultimately levelsOff at approximately six times annual police and fire payroll costs.

OPTION 3NORMAI. COST APPROACH

(Federal/District Liquidation of Initial Unfunded Liability)
Description.The basic concept behind this option is identical to the approaehdescribed in OPTION 2, I lowever, under this alternative, the District and Federal

Governments would jointly share responsibility for liquidating the initial unfundedliability.
Cost Sharing ArrangementThe District Government would continue to meetits normal cost requirements as spelled out in OPTION 2. In addition, the District

Government would offset the Federal contribution toward liquidating the initialunfunded liability by placing into the fund the annual difference between normalcost and amortization requirements and the full pay-as-you-go amount. Sincenormal cost plus amortization payments fall below pay-as-you-go costs duringthe period set aside for liquidating the initial unfunded liability, the Districtessentially would he contributing pay-as-you-go costs and applying the differenceto reduce the Federal share of total liquidation requirements.Exhibit IV shows the annual contribution schedules for the District and FederalGovernments. The annual District contribution is ,quiralent to pay-as-you-gocosts during the first JO years (FY 1976-2005). Thereafter, District retirementcontributions drop back to the annual normal cost and amortization requirementcontained ;,1 OPTION 2, The Federal contribution would begin at $26.1 millionin FY 1976, gidually build up to $31.2 nullion by FY 1990, and then wouldbegin dropping off to a final payment of $14.3 million in F Y 2005. The total Federalcommitment would be $763.9 million over 30 years for a total present value costof $331 million. Fund accumulation under OPTION 3 is identical to the funddata reported for OPTION 2 because total contributions into the fund each yearare the same.
dvantages.The advantages listed for OPTION 2 apply to OPTION 3 aswell. Although District Government contributions are greater under OPTION 3,this is balanced by the fact that Federal contributions on an annual and totalcost basis are sharply reduced.

COMPARISON OF FINANCING ALTFMNATIVES

li`thibit V summarizes the key feu' arcs of the financing options outlined in thisreport and provides a systematic approach for comparing the financial miphea-tions of each. In assessing the feasibility of alternative financing strategies, eachoption should be evaluated in terms of its inquiet on three critical variables: I a)District contributions, (b) Federal contributions, and (e) fund accumulabon.These important considerations are reviewed separately below.
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a. District Contributimts.
The o% erall coat of each alternative to the District Go% eminent is a hey area

of conceit because retirement programs evil' ,etc foi Alan' of total District
funds with II other pressing needs of the Cit). Thus, the immediate impact
of the alternative financing approaches tin the District budget as well as the
budgetary implications ewer the long haul should be eX.111Illl d before reaching
a final decision on this issue.

Focusing on the '' D,C. Cost" Coll11111Is of FAhibit V re% eats the net cost to the
District associated with each option currentb under consideration, 0%er the
first .illy ears, OPTION 2 clearly pro% itles the least costly approach to setting up
the retirdn eat fund. 'rift, reason is that OPTION 2 requires the highest le% el of
Federal support to place the s% stein WI a sound litiancial knifing. Between FY
1071; and h I 2002, OPTION 2 would actuall3 sae the CIO approximatel $500
uulbuu 0% en the other financing aiiprtiaches. These son lugs would then bt mailable
to meet high priority needs in other areas.

During the first 25 years, the current method as well as OPTIONS 1 and 3
follow the same basic financing schedule since the District's contribution under
each is based on the pay-as-% ou-go fornitda. How v%er, crying le% uls of Federal

t among these approaches will result in different District cost patterns w hen
Federal financial assistance comes to an end.

After Federal retirement contributions cease, the Current ..Nlethod, Well (lite:,
it prii%itle for Federal support, is alwi*s the 'while 0 P-

TIoN 1 becomes the least expensive a3 to maintain the actuarial position of
the retirement ,}steal. 13e3I/Illi fiscal year 2005, OPTIONS 2 and 3 demand
equal 1..h.tnet contributions since both alternati% es conform to the basic normal
cost plus amortizatton approach once the initial unfunde d liability has been fully
int ttititi ted lio%%e%er, these normal ct"t Atcrnmics e%el'tuallt become increas-
Ingly lilt ire costly in (4mm:instill t I/ OPTION I bee4.11.1,1,' smaller anonints are
deposited in the fund each y ear throughout the Federal oilitributim period,
Thus, ui the year 2020, fur example, OPTION I would cost the District an esti-
nutted :.4,652.6 1111111011. !Ivrea, OPTIONS 2 and 3 would require a $752.1 million
contribution, nearly 570 million above the eost of OPTION I.

Another %%a% to elaltiate District retirement costs is to determine the most
desirable approach bused on the tradeoffs associated with alterliathe Cost pat-
terns. If the District were to follow the pad -as- you -go contribution schedule,
OP Ho N I would clearly offer the most preferred .110 rnatie. This results front
the fact that the Current AIethod and OPTION 3, it hich are also based on the
paw-as-%tiu-go formula, iiccessit ate higher contributions in subsequent tears,
How er, a nisei more difficult tradeoff is faced when comparing Distrkt costs
under OPTION 2 'with the other options. Although OPTION 2 becomes
increasingly more expensive than OPTION 1 after Federal support ends, it
could sitAs. the District 0%er 5500 million during the early ;,,ears of the fund.
Since these sai, could be used to meet other high priority needs of the
District Clovernmelit, it Is less curtail' which of these two options would be
preferable over the long term.
b. Futuna Contributions

The bottom of Exhibit V contains sunanar information on the cost of alterna-
tive retirement 11114111cmg options to the Federal Go% eminent. These rows show
the total Federal couuuitue tt required be each of the financing options and
account for differences in the tuning of Federal contributions by transforming
total cumulative oust, into their present %aloes. These two cost items total
contributions and their %alue in present termsproxide the most useful means
of analyzing the In el of Federal participation in establishing a retirement fund.

The Current It.tlitid does not pro% Ade fur any Federal support and therefore
does not request any retirement contributions from the Federal Go% eminent.
Iloweer, it should be emphasized that the Current Method would not build up
reserve assets to help meet future retirt mcnt Misfits Mild leave the *stem
in a poor financial and actuarial position.

Ranking the funded opta Ms in order, from the lowest Federal cost to the
highest, results its OP'T'ION 3 being the least costly alternative ftillowed by
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OPTION 1 and OPTION 2. OPTION 3 is by far the least expensixe from the
Federal standpoint, Loth on a total cost tool present aloe basis. This method
would mauhe '3763,9 million dollar contribution by the Federal Governinelit
lax r a 30 year period, thus making it 31 percent less costly than OPTION 1
and 11 percent below OPTION 2. In present \ nine terms, OPTION 3 would cost
$3.11 million, 36 percent below OPTION 1 And 43 percent below OPTION 2.

OPTION 2, w hich calls for Federal liquidat an of the initial unfunded liability,
ha- the highest text!! of Federal support reported in Exhibit V. This approach
would bring the total Federal conuilitnielit neat the 30 year financing period to

ark $1.36 billion. This cumulati e amount exceeds the total $1.11 billion
OPTION 1 cost by an additional 22 la recut. On a present value laisis, OPTION
2 %%11u1(1 (.km74 it kit( a S. indium Fedeitil contrilnition, roughly 12 percent over
the $517.5 million present value cost required in OPTION 1.
c. Fund Accumulation

The ultimata. ,iht. of Ow retirement fund 6 all important consideration in
-k 1+ a wig a fauna mg ahem:at\ e likvaue it pro\ ides a means of securing, retire-
ment Le to tits during t re fiscal periods. The main argument against the Current
Mk tin d of re Guam nt financing is that it does not build a pension resent. to be
used for tin, purpose. Tu assure sufficient funding to carry a systeni through
dilla tilt 111,l11C1.11 circumstance-, many private and public employers set their
fi,lia,ug objectix es on the kilt if nate lex el of fund reserves desired w hen the system

at Ins maturity. Also, fund accumulation objectix es are often set in relation to
anticipated is roll 1( e e Is which, in turn, lire\ ides a cum enient benchmark for
eoniparing alternative financing approaches.

OPTION I 'irk) \ ides the largest funding resent, both in ithr.olute terms and as a
multiple of fut tire pay roll costs as well. When the Police and Fire Retirement
re .0 ui kilt ninth ly stabilizes, fund accumulation under OPTION 1 reaches a 1(.1.11
of 11.8 tunes pay roll as reported in Exhibit V. Since OPTIONS 2 and 3 in \ take
the ,,tile total contribution each year, fund lleellIllulation patterns under both
option, are equal. The size of the fund ultimately stabilizes at 6 times pay roll,
or roughly MP -half the lee el of assets accumulated under OPTION 1. The chief

akal fur the large :rations in fund growth between OPTION 1 and the two
normal cost opium, is Oa ckanparatix ely high contribution pattern reqpired
under OPTION 1 in the early y eais of the fund. Comparing the "Total Cost"
columns of Exhibit V shows that OPTION 1 exceeds the annual cost of OPTIONS

and 3 e,ery y car through FT 2000. These additional funding reserves, combined
with tle interest earnings on them, account for the large disparity in ultimate
fund accumulation.

EXHIBIT I

DiSTRit.T OF COLUMBIA METROPOLITAN POLICE AND FIRE RETIREMENT SYSTEM (5 PERCENT SALARY AND COST -

OF-LIVING INCREASES, 7 PERCENT INTEREST OF FUND INVESTMENTS)

tin millions of dollars'

Fiscal year
Active
payroll

Annuities
plus refunds

District of
Employee Columbia pay.

contributions as.you.go costs
Total accrued

liability

1975 582.0
1976 87.9 43.7 6.1 37.6 631.2
1977 91.6 47.6 6.4 4.12 683.3
1978 96.2 51.5 6.7 44.8 738.9
1979 . 101.6 55.7 7.1 48.6 798.5
1980 .. ...... .. . .. ..... 107.7 60.0 7.5 52.5 862.4
1985. 145.9 86.5 10.2 76,3 1,262.2
1990 192.5 125.6 13.5 112.1 1, 829.4
1995 243.8 183.6 17.1 166.5 2, 597.1

. ...... 302.6 264.9 21.2 243.7 3, 585.0
380.3 369. 7 26.6 343.1 4,832.3

2020 786. 7 892.6 55.1 837.5 10, S66. 1
2040 . 2. 087.4 2, 446, 7 145.1 2.300.6 28, 755, 5
2050 .... 3, 400, 2 3, 948.8 238.0 3, 710.8 46, 688.5

Source: US. Treasury Department,
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EXHIBIT II

OPTION 1-LEVEL PERCENTAGE APPROACH

[Dollar amounts In millions)

Total
cost

District of
Columbia

share

Fund accumulation

Federal
share Amount

Multiple
of piton

Fiscal year:
1976 76.2 37.6 38.6 40.0 0.51977 79.5 41.2 38.3 82.5 .91978 83.5 44.8 38.7 128.3 1.31979 83. 2 48.6 39.6 178.3 1.81980 93.5 52.5 41.0 233.2 2.21985 126.6 76.3 50.3 602.2 4.11990 167.0 112.1 54.9 1,164.8 6.11995 211.6 166.5 45.1 1,936. 3 7, 92000 262.6 243.7 18.9 2,900. 0 9.62005 330.0 330.0 4,072. 6 10.72020 682.8 682.8 9,442.1 12.02040 1,811. 6 I, 811.6 24, 553.8 11.82050 2,950. 9 2,950. 9 39, 530.2 11.8Total Federal share 1,113.4Present value-Federal share 517.5

Note: 5 percent salary and cost of living increases, 7 percent interest on fund investments.

Source: U.S. Treasurf Department.
EXHIBIT III

OPTION 2-NORMAL COST APPROACH-FEDERAL LIQUIDATION OF UNFUNDED LIABILITY

[Dollar Amounts in Millions)

Total
cost

District of
Columbia 4

Fund accumulation

Unfunded
liabilityFederal a Amount

Multiple
of payroll

Fiscal year:
1976 63.7 18.4 45.3 27.0 0.3 579.91977 66.9 21.6 45. 3 55.3 .6 569.31978 69.4 24.1 45.3 85.5 .9 562.21979 74.3 29.0 45.3 117.8 1.2 554.71980 78.3 33.0 45.3 152.7 1,4 546,61985 105.6 60.3 45.3 375.2 2.6 496.91990 143.3 98, 0 45.3 698.8 3.6 427.21995 194.4 149.2 45.3 1, 140. 5 4.7 329.42000 263.6 218.3 45.3 1,711.3 5.7 192.32005 357. 4 312. 1 45.3 2, 455.9 6.5 02020 752.4 752. 4 5, 062.4 6.42040 2,108.7 2,108.7 12, 643.5 6.12050 3,433. 9 3,433. 9 20, 541.9 6.0Total Federal share 1,359.0

Present value-Federal share 582.0

I Normal cost plus a mortization payment.
a Liquidation of unfunded liability.

Note 5 percent salary and cost of living increases, 7 percent interest on fund Investments.
Source: U.S. Treasury Department.
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EXHIBIT IV

OPTION 3-NORMAL COST APPROACH-FEDERAL AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LIQUIDATION OF UNFUNDED
LIABILITY

[Dollar amounts In millions]

Total cost
District of
Columbia

Unfunded
liability

payment
Federal

share

District of
Columbia

share

Total
District of
Columbia

cost

Fiscal sear:
1976 63.7 18.4 45.3 26.1 19.2 37.61977 66.9 21.6 45.3 25.7 19.6 41.21978 69.4 24.1 45.3 24.6 20.7 44.81979 74.3 29.0 45.3 25.7 19.6 48.61980 78.6 33.3 45.3 26.1 19.2 52.51335 105.5 60.3 45.3 29.3 16.0 76.31990 143.3 98.0 45.3 31.2 14.1 112.11595 194.4 149. 1 45.3 27.9 17.4 166. 5217:0 263.6 218.3 45.3 19.9 25.4 243.72C05 357.4 312.1 45.3 14.3 31.0 343.12,)20 752.4 752.4 752.42040 2,108.7 2,108.7 2,108.72050 3, 433.9 3, 433.9

3, 433.9Total Federal share
763.4Present value-Federal share
331.0

I Normal cost plus amortization payment.

Note' Fund Accumulation and unfunded liability data as option 2. Five percentsalary and cost of living Increases, 7 per-cent interest on fund Investments.

Source. U.S. Treasury Department.
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Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Broyhill.
Mr. BROYHILL. I would like to make a brief comment and in order

to conserve the time of the conumttee, I have a prepared statement for
the record.

STATEMENT OF HON. NOEL T. BROYHILL

H.R. 13970

Mr. BROYHILL. Let inc summarize H.R. 13970. Basically, it provides
the same identical increase for the retired District of Columbia school-
teachers prior to October 20, 1969, the same increase that this Congress
provided for not just the classified employees of the District of
Columbia government, but all classified employees.

This billactually, what we have taken provides for a minimum
annuity or what that minimum annuity for the District of Columbia
schoolteachers who are retired prior to October 20, 1969, would be
equivalent to the minimum amount the Congress provided for social
security, which is $90.50 and is scheduled to go up in June to $90.80.

Congress determined that to be the minimum annuity a beneficiary
would be entitled to. We thought that was such a low minimum, so
certainly we should provide for retirees of the Federal Government as
well as the District government who retired prior to October 20, 1969.

It also provides for a surviving child of the annuitant to be the
equivalent of the minimum provided for social security beneficiaries
and if there is more than one surviving child.

It also provides for a flat dollar increase for those retired prior to
October 20, 1969.

It is $132 a year for his or her surviving spouse. The rationale for
that flat dollar increasebecause in October of 1969 we changed the
method of computing the annuity and the same thing for the District
of Columbia schoolteachers.

Instead of using the 5-year average provided for that, it is the same
as provided for the classified employees of the District government,
and because those who retired after October 20, 1969, could have a
more liberal annuity because they could use a compressed schedule,
the Congress felt it no more than fair to go back after 5 years and take
care of those who unfortunately had to retire prior to the time we
liberalized that bill.

It is it model amount. It is $240 a year. Historically, the Congress
has always provided the same general changes in the annuities for the
District of Columbia school teachers that have been provided for the
District of Columbia classified employees.

Mr. Weinberg pointed out that was a pretty bad precedent and said
we would like to get out of that routine and judge it on its merits.

But, as we get out of thatand I think it is up to the District of
Columbia government to get us out of it, particularly under the home
rule proposals, but this is a vast precedent for the Congress to have
to abolish at this time. Maybe the District government can do it under
the new home rule regime, because they will have the classified em-
ployees under a different schedule, whether they do it automatically
or not.

Until that authority has been passed on. Mr. Chairman, it is still
our responsibility to make sure that we do the things in a fair and equi-
table way for all employees who come under the jurisdiction of this
committee.
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I think it would be most unfortunate if we took the position for
the filst time and just bc fore we gave the Distrit t self-determination,

e failed to take care of those teaillers Who retired prior to October 20,
1969 in the same way m e did for the emploA eel, of the District govern-
ment that retired prior to October 20, 1969.

You say you are opposed to it, Mr. Weinberg. With an estimate of
$290.000 fcr fiscal 3 ear 1975and I don't ( riticize you for recognizing
the l ost factor here and the amount of dollars 3 on have to deal with
and I said that before A% hen I addressed m3 self to Nlavor Washington,
but it does seem to me that $292,000 out of a Si million budget is a
Lahtr small and insipific ant amount, let us sa3 , to break a precedent
we have followed, and the District government and Congress has
followed, and what we are talking about is $90.50 per month.

Incidentally, that is the maximum that they can receive under
the provisions of this bill in that 3 ou would have tot ole,ider any annul-
tic-, you are receiving from the D.C. Teacher's Fund or any other
annuity cannot exceed $90.50.

If they have an annuity, they will not receive less dist' $90.50 under
tlik bill. We are talking about the people at the bottom of the
pole. We are talking about. the school tecaher who has no social hectic-
it3 no other amenity or certainly no other annuity that would not
exceed 890.50.

It is less than what they need to live on. I didn't set that amount.
I t opied the bill from the existing law that w c passed fol all other

es and the Committee on Ways and Nicole, pointed out estab-
li.hing the minimum amount of social security.

If that retired teacher happen:, to haA e any social security at all,
tic:- !All wouldn't help him. Ire would only get a $90.50 minimum under
the c.isting, social security law. 1 agree with 3 ou, \1r. Chairman, that
the problem of this committee getting into and setting rates and
salal les when we know that the people of the District of Columbia are
going to have the authority to do it themselA es next y ear, but I don't
think we can wait until January 1 next 3 ear to take care of the school
teachers.

Cut tainly, a whole new government m ill be established by that time
and what we do in that area will ha% e to be done se% ant tnonths later,
with retroactive provisions.

Most certainly, I do not think that we should break the precedent
in the twilight of congressional control oA er the D.C. go% eminent
insofar as Chem: retired school teachers who arc receiA ing less than
what :tuy of us would consider a bare minimum.

Mr. WEINBERG. The District's position was to sponsor II.R. 13990
as .1 whole with two provisions. One deals with minimum benefits in
opploximately 30 cases that would fall into rates below $90.

The city certoin13 understands the diflicultils of these people and
it A% a-, hot our intention not to in some nat3 relies e some of that finan-
cial problem.

COST

Our problem with the bill is not with that part. It was basically
that part dealing, with the minimum amount of $240 per year in
annuity increases and that is A% here the impact of cost comes.
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That would run about $28S,000 per Year, but I think the more im-
portant aspect is that this cost would increase to $390,000 o er a
period of years.

This was our concern. I think that if the two issues were dealt with
separatel3 in the bill, it s ouhI certain13 be one w we would not be opposed
to. It is the more expensive area, the increase in the annuity of $2-11).

Mr. BRolnu.E. When the Congress passed it for retired classified
emplo3 ees, the Ciil Service Retirement Fund would have to bear
that.

Mr. WEINBERG. There has been a precedent. Our position is that
we are nut opposed to this. What we are opposed to is that we keep
changing. One gets one benefits and we ha e to amend the Teachers'
Retirement Act.

There is no considerable difference between the two retirement :43 s-
tents. It would appear that one group of emplo3eesenjo3ed increased
benefits and retirement pri ileges. There is such a small difference
that these groups should be merged.

Basivally, that is the provision that we are taking.
Mr. BRovium, 1 am not sure I understand you.
Mr. WEINBERG. We would want to study the merging of the two

systems.
Mr. BRoYum.. But, if You oppose this bill and the Congres, does

not enact it, 3 ou would nacrging them with the retired teachers
percenttre, which w as low er at the time the3 were merged, so in the
future the; w ill get the percentage that will keep the gap that the
gratuity would not?

Mr. WEINBEI,G. Yes. We would like to study a part of the problem
with this position. If 3 cm remember, it was the fact that the U.S. ('k ih
Serit e Commission opposed this for classified emplo3CCS for se el al
reasons.

When it was passed by the Congress, it was a classified rate and
benefits were received from that legislation.

That one does, pros ide benefits, we think, that should go to teachers
and if it does, why not consider it in the context of merging the two
systems?

Mr. 11nm-um, At the time we corrected the inequities?
Alt.. WEINBERG. Yes.
Mr. Bitol HILL. There i, an inequity in iv proposal already and

that is that me don't pitmide Nu that to ti it3 . Lie classified emplo3 ees
of the District of CohnoLia retired prior to 1969 are receh ing their
benefits. I do not think I litt e the support of the D.C. croNernment.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Joel T. Broyhill followsl

STAY' MENT or HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL IN SUPPORT OF II.R. 13970

Chairman, I ut-li exprt.. rir* appreeiathm t() you for scheduling- thk
le-arme, on the Q. important Nubj et of ,a.lar.) nicream.. and ingme.ed n
Thent benefit:, for the te.tele r, and other pr4Ic:.-eonal empltyees of the t of
Columbia Board of Education.

I ue,11 to addle--; noTelf tir,t to the bill II.R. 13970, %%Inch I introdne4114,n
Apra t. The intriapt of the propo,ed leta-latton i. to 'Wu% lib I lie rea,111 s to lit,
for Wed D.C. t ICA to the" e %%Inch hate tecentl been approi d
for Ci.t1 Ser% retiree -, dumed partieularb t.. imino.e tie annuity stir-n(4.11re
for tlue.e retiree.. zir r coning inadequate unbolt; income:,

58



54

The first provision' of this bill will establish a flour, or minimum annuity level,
for all retired District of Columbia teachers, equal to the mammon being paid
under the Social Security system. Further, this minimum benefit will be increased
in the amount of any future cost -of -lit ing increases which may be provided for
Social Security beneficiaries. At present, this minimum level is $90.50 per month,and it will increase in June to $93.80.

It is further provided that the monthly rato of annuity payable to a survivingchild will also be not less than the minimum benefit paid under Social Security
both now and in the future, or three times that minimum amount divided by thenumber of surviving children entitled to an annuity, whichever is the lesser.

The bill also provides that these minimum amounts shall not be paid to a
retired teacher or a survivor who receives, in addition to lus annuity under the
II C. Teachers' Retirement Act, any other annuity or retired pay from the UnitedStates or the District of Columbia gut ernments which, when added ti/ the annuity
received under the Teacher.' Retirement Act, equals or exceeds the minimum
amount paid under the Social Security Act.

These assurances of minimum annuity incomes are obviously thoroughly justi-fied at this time, in view of the rate of inflation with which the economy of ourcountry is beset at the present time.
The other principal provision of H.R. 13970 will increase the annuities of allteachers in the District of Columbia public school system who retired prior toOetither 20, 1999, by $240 per year. Also, the annuity payable to the surviving

spouse of a D.C. teacher, if based on a retirement prior to that same date, shallbe increased by $132 per year.
The rationale for this additional annuity payment based upon at retirementdate prior to October 20, 1999, is that effective on that date the D.C. Teachers'

Retirement system was liberalized somewhat, Mid substantial improvements inbenefits were provided for teachers retiring after that date. The major such nu-
pro VellItali was a change in the basis for computation of a teacher's annuity, fromthe average of the teacher's highest 5 years of salary which was the practice up
until that time, to the average of the teacher's highest 3 years of earning.

Because of this change, D.C. teachers who retired before October 20, 19(19,
have been receiving substantially lower annuities than have teachers of comparable
salary placement who have retired since that time. Insamuch as all these retirees
noist face the same spiralling costs of lit ing, for which even the more liberalized
annuities are no more than adequate, it is my opinion that this additional $20
per month for the older retirees is thoroughly justified.

historically, the Congress has kept the D.C. Teachers' Retirement systemabreast of the Civil Service Retirement system as far as retirement benefits are
concerned The enactment of the bill II. R. 13970 into law will serve only to main-tain this traditional equality, since every benefit provided in this proposed legis-
lation for I) C. teacher retirees has been extended to classified employees retiring
under the Civil Sery ice Retirement Act in Public Law 93-273, which was approvedon April 29, 1974.

Mr, Chairman, I wish to state also that I am strongly in favor of an increase in
salaries for the teachers and other professional employees of the D.C. Board of
Education at this time. These employees last had a modest increase in salaries in
Slumber of 1973, which served only to afford them an adequate income under
the economic conditions which prevailed at that time.

It is estimated, however, that during the period of one year between September
1473 and September 1974, the cost of lit lug rode in the Washington Metropolitan
area will increase by at least 10 percent. Furthermore, the city's classified em-ployees, as well as those of the Federal gut ermnent, recciv ed an increase of some
4 S percent in November of 1973. and are scheduled for another increase, ap-
parently in excess of 5 percent, in October of this year, which will total an increase
in elasified salaries of at least I() percent. As for comparability- of D.C. teachers'
salaries with those paid in certain other public school systems, I am advised that
the present starting salary for a District teacher with a Bachelor's degree, which
is `.;'4,770, ranks first among such salaries in the Wiklungton Metropolitan area
and fifth among the other U.S. cities of comparable size. however, while these
present comparative ratings are satisfactory from the standpoint of recruitment
and retention of teachers in the D.C. system, I an certain that by the beginning
of the coining school year there will be salary increases granted to teachers in
many of these other jurisdictions for which reason the District's comparability
position will suffer serious erosion unless we act now to assure an adequate in-
crease in D.C. teachers' salaries.
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I fed strongly that an increase in salaries fur the District's teachers, at least
equal to the total increase AA hick the classified eniplo3 ces of the District td Columbia
and Federal gue eminent, are receie ing er approximi.tely the same period of
time, which I Lie c referred to aboe e, is necessary in simple dpiity to these essen-
tial personnel upon lion, the educational .*stein in our Nation's capital city
depends.

Chairman, I urge pronipt and fae orable action upon this entire area of
legislation fur the benefit of the District of Columbia educational enipluyees,
both active and retired.

QUESTIONS TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. GOVERNMENT

Mr. DELLUMS. In the interests of time, the Chair would like to
read the following questions and we would like to have information
on them and ask our two distineished witnesses to submit in writing
responses to the following questions:

(1) Was the initial teachers' retirement s3-steni ever funded in the
past? Why and how did this financing problem arise? What legal
safcguatrds should be considered to presen e a sound fund here and
after?

t2) How long have these operations been pending in the executive
office and when can the committee reasonably expect that specific
legislation will be available to act on?

(3) Because of the similarity between the funding problem of the
teathers' retirement and that of police and firemen, does the city
haN c alb position on considering these in a single bill or a package
bill?

(4) The testimony states that the teachers' retirement funds are
held 01113 in U.S. Treasury securities. Has the city considered legisla-
tion to expand the investments of these funds to increase the average
yield on these moneys?

(5) The tables in the prepared statement use 7 percent estimated
on fund investments. How does this compare with the current invest-
ment experience of other State and local jurisdictions? How would
changes in the interest assumptions affect the amount contributed
by the Federal Government?

ki-i) Please provide for the committee record. (a) A copy of the
teat hers' retirement plan, (b) an explanation of how annuities are
currently determined and any cost -of- living or other escalators pro-
vided; and (c) an explanation of the disability retirement plan and
the table on the percent on the total retirements which aro disability
for the last 5 years.

If we could get that information, we would appreciate it.
Mr. WEINBERG. One clarification on the police and fire retirement.

We will get that to you as soon as possible.
(The material referred to appears in the Appendix at p. 88]

DELLUMS. We think you both for your time.
Mr. HoGAN. Could 3 ou give us some data? In 3 our statement you

indicated that the hours worked per week by the local teacher %% as 30
hours per week and less than that in the surrounding jurisdiction and I
w oniler if 3 ou would ItaNe the idol niation? Do you know what it is in
other jurisdictions?

1N1r. WEINBERG. Yes.
Mr. HoGAN. And through all the other cities, nin be just a sampling,

let us say, Atlanta, Baltimore, and Detroit and Seattle.
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Mr. WEINBERG. We have all 29.
Mr. HoGAN. And the hours you will submit for the record?
Mr. WEINBERG. Yes.

COST OF LIVING

Mr. HoGAN. I would appreciate that. Going to the cost-of-li ing
increase, you indicated that you had some concern with that. Do you
happen to know recently where the Civil Service Commission has
studied the issue of the cost of living?

At least not cost of living, but merit increase situations which may
be a purveyor of what they may do across the board.

Do you know what they are doing in the area of pay? Whether they
are talking in terms of future or cost-of-living increases?

Mr. WEINBERG. Right now, the Civil Service is studying the GAO
plan, It is my under,tanding that the Commission is considering the
possibility of pay ,et on a regional basis, rather than a nationw ide basis.

You have great disparity. The pay in the South is much lower than
it is in the North and you might find a secretary for the Fedei al
Government makes more than a bank president somewhere else.

You may find in New York City that the present system cannot
compete with the average salaries for a secretary in New York City.

It must provide additional rates to provide a higher rate of pat for
those positions. This is the comparable on a regional basis.

POLICE AND FIRE PAY

Mr. Ifoc_kx. Turning to the police and firemen's pay bill. Are t uu
negotiating with the police union now?

Mr. WEINBERG. Well, we will be opening negotiations. We dial en't
gotten any funds as yet, but I would suspect that this would be eon-
sidered shortly. I w ould ,ay it w ould be considered shortly within the
next 3 or 4 weeks.

Mr. lloG.kx. And, as, far as the hours are concerned, the 45 minutes
you talked about in 3 our statement, I assume that was one of t our
principal bargaining points?

Mr. WEINBERG. That is a principal bargaining point by the Board
of Education.

Mr. HoGAN. The Chair talked about a question of putting the
police and firemen pay bill and teachers' pay bill in a single package
or individual package.

I assume it would not make any difference to the District how it
is a, long a, it was handledin other words, how the legislation nits
handled in the House of Representatives?

If it is ready to go. it goes, and your position would not vary w Nether
they were handled a, independent bills or part of the full package?

Mr. WEINBERG. That is why I would like to discuss with the
Mayor a policy question. I could discuss it with him.

TEACHERS' CONTRACT

Mr. HoGAx. Finally, what is the general date, if you happen to
know? What date do they normally send out contracts?

Mr. WraxnEna. The contract has been expired. The termination
date of this contract now is March 31, and right now they have the
provision which will allow continuation.
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Mr. lloGax. I am not talking about your contract with the union,
but the individual contracts sent out to the teachers for the forth-
coming school year. When are they normally sent out? I guess the
Superintendent would be able to answer that question.

I have one further question, if I may. As far as your 10-percent pay
is concerned, going to the effective date of January, if that were
low er, but effective earlier and it could be helpful in recruitingI
assume you are talki,,g about dollars and if the effective date w ere
earlier. but the percentage worked out so that it w ere there as a re-
cruitable tool, I assume it would not make any difference to the
District?

Mr. WEINBERG. Dollars are the primary consideration in estab-
lishing the most effective salary level that w o feel we need. Therefore,
in order to get that $9,650 starting salary we felt it would be best to
start that in January.

Certainly-, if we had all the dollars we wanted, it still w ould have to
be tbe same $9,650. That is the position w e have taken based on our
ana lysis.

T,, change that or lower it just to save dollars, w ould be a prostitu
Lion of the policy w e tried to use as a guide. We ha e had some problem
with t hat.

NIr. HOGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Mr-. Aturix. I have one question for clarification. In Chairman
Dennis' bill, it lists four factors. Are you suggesting in your testi-
mony that instead of specific factors that the city or the Congress
should rely on collective bargaining to arrive at a salary?

Mr. WEINBERG. The collective-bargaining process takes into con-
sideration both sides and tries to establish a position based on solid
rationale,.

The transfer of authority from statutes to the authority of the
Council. I believe would pretty well set the question of pay as a
collective- bargaining item.

If A e are to operate like other cities, w e hope that bargaining w ill
take place before the budget is formulated so that we can deal with

Coppie and know 11 here the bargaining perimeters are and, hope-
fully, ork through a process to come up ' ith an equitable pay
position.

I think one of the real attributes of collective bargaining is that
management can ask for things in return.

I think that the fact that management asked fur a longer sehoolday
a, the union is asking for higher pay is the ulitiuual bargaining
pres-oire that goes on.

We had a very good bilateral negotiation. We got things we w anted
and they got things they w anted. There may not be any greater
productivity.

The collective-bargaining process allows us to make demands on
unions as they make on us. I think that is a good relationship.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF PAY INCREASE

NIrs. -MARTIN. The second question is very short and has to do with
the startup date for the teachers' salar.) that is proposed by the city
government and that is January 1975.
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It is my understanding that the city go\ eminent represented July
1974 and was the rationale for the difference.

Mr. WEINBERG. The last increase for police Was May 1972. The
teachersthe 12 percent the teachers receiv ed in two increasesthere
w as a 7-percent increase in September of 1972 and a 5-percent in-
crease at the beginning of the last school year. September 1973.

In this case, the comparative data that we had indicated that we
were about 16th nationall and last locally in regard to salaries for
policemen and firemen. It appeared to us sufficient. justification to
ask that the starting date be July. There has been no difference in the
increase.

FUNDING THE RETIREMENT LEGISLATION

Mr. HoGAN. Mr. Coppie, on the retirement side of the picture, Mr.
Weinberg indicated perhaps in light of the Self-Determination Act
and the local go\ eminent. making many of these judgments in the
future, might it not be w ell for the local gol eminent, how ever they
view the level of the police department and resources or w hotel er
lel el that should be maintained at, they should negotiate that re-
quired funding Id el with the Federal Go ernittent or the Coupes:,
whenever or after they take office in January of 1975. Would that
not have some merit to it?

:Mr. WEINBERG. Let me see if I understand the question. You say
reductions in the numbers remaining?

Mr. HoGAN. The Nfat;\ or has projected something like 264 redin t ions
in the size of the Metropolitan Police Department. If there are going
to be further reductions, might not. the iequirement funding question
be left with the local government to negotiate out with the Federal
Gol eminent and the Congress w hen they take orce to determine
how this thing will be worked out in the future?

In other w oils, what you are doing is laying down the fact that a
plan projected well into the future would bind the local go\ eminent?

Mr. WEINBERG. Let me say this Mr. Hogan: This question is
so sensitive that if the reduction in the force would be more advan-
tageous to assure the stabilit3 of the fund, I would salt well and good.
If 3 ou are say ing the possibility of dela to see what the ultimate size
of the forces and then we should consider one of the several options
Mr. Coppie is talking about with the Congress, we certainly would
want to discuss it.

'nat. would be a possibility, if I understand your question. If you
are saving what an impact it will have, sureI3. I would say that the
question of dela) or waiting a little bit, that is one I would have to
consider and discuss.

Mr. HoGAN. The point is that you are in a situation now that in
the judgment of most there is no 11 413 in the world that the Federal
Go\ ernmentlet us assume you had a retirement fund and you
had to invest that fund. Wouldn't. ou hula e difficulty investing the
funds in an kind of interest rate that would gie ou a return compar-
able to one that )oit would hug e to pa to the nione.\ ou would have
to put, into the fund? I :lin talking about the local government and the
Federal Government.

Mr. Cori E. I think the answer to that is a detail we would have
to look into. The larger question that you raised, I don't see any

63



59

advantage in delaying until the now government takes office in 1975.
I think, Mr. Hogan, this problem should have been addressed tothe home rule bill so that the new government would have been lef t

with the burden that these retirement systems would present.
I think any delay only increases the unfunded liability. I think weshould attempt to resolve the problem before the new government

takes office in 1975.
Mr. HocAs. I think your position is identical with that of the

ranking minority member. He would rather have the issue so that when
the people voted on the charter, they would be advised as to what they
are buying. I think he felt that if it were part of the home rule bill,everything would be voted on and you would have an informed
electorate.

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION

Finally, on the issue of percentages, here, normally, when we go to
the floor, individuals remind the Members that when you talk about
percentages as to what the Federal Government is supporting andwhat the District is supporting, they point out that 40 percent of the
Federal funds of the District are paid for through the Federal payment.

Depending on how you look at that, whether it is in lieu of taxes
or what, if that 40 percent were computed by another Congressman,he might arrive at a different percentage.

Mr. Com H. I think that the retirement funding plan should be
considered independent of the city 's Federal payment to finance its
on-going operations. I think that is the position of the city.

Mr. DEI,Lums. Thank you.

TEACHERS

Mr. ('LAIR. I would like to go back to being competitive with other
areas. I not NI that the school system stated they were unable to findteachers in special education. One of the dialogs between yourdepartment and the school with reference to salary schedules that
would allow teachers to fill the positions.

Mr. Weinberg. 1 have talked to the superintendent and members of
the board and staff people concerning the salary proposal that thecity had.

The discussions that we had were, I guess, mutual agreement that
the school system believes they can recruit with additional salaries.

The problem we have with teachers in special education is that they
have special categories. It could be in speech or reading. How much
more leverage we would need for those positions, I don't know.

It might be we would need substantially more in order to consider
them in special categories and go out and try and recruit, giving them
higher pay raises.

Once you do that, we find that shortages have ups and downs and
once you provide it special pay consideration and the shortage no
longer exists, it is difieult to pull that rate of pay down.

The Civil Service Commission found itself in great problems,
especially with engineers. The salary increase we propose would
rover as equitably as many people as possible. Whether it could be allthings to all people is difficult to say.
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Mr. CLAIR. One brief question. Of the two cities you referred to,
how many 1t a\ e a higher starting salary for firemen and policemen?

Mr. WEINBERG. About 16. If you are talking about 12-month
salaries versus 10-month salaries and 3 on would hay e to equate the
total teachers' salary 12 monthsand I am not sure what arena we
are talking about.

COMPARABLE SALARIES

If you take an increase of $9,650 by 20 percent more for 2 additional
months. you are going to be pa3ing a teacher $11,580 and I am not so
sure how man3 other cities are pa3 ing their policemen higher than that.
ion have to deal within the framework.

Mrs. MARTIN. is it the position of the city government that if the
collective bargaining dues not result in this regulation, that this com-
mittee should take no action on either of the bills, depending, on it?

\[r. WEINBERG. I would like to defer my answer to that. I think
there is a period of time that the Federal mediation can bring it to a
tesolution and I would sa3 this would be a consideration of the
Congress in its wisdom.

NIr. DELEums. I would like to thank you, Mr. Weinberg and
Mr. ('oppie.

Mr. DELLUMS. Our next witness is Ms. Virginia Morris, vice presi-
dent and chairman, emplo3ec relations, Personnel Policies and
Appeals and Grievances Committee.

STATEMENT OF VIRGINIA MORRIS, VICE PRESIDENT AND CHAIR-

MAN, EMPLOYEE RELATIONS, PERSONNEL POLICIES AND AP-

PEALS AND GRIEVANCES COMMITTEE,' DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

BOARD OF EDUCATION; ACCOMPANIED BY BARBARA SIZEMORE,

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

Ionnis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T inn
Virginia Morris, vice president of the D.C. public schools.

I appreciate this opportunity to testify on the proposed amend-
ments to the Tetuthers' Salary Act of 1955.

It is nocessao to place in proper perspective any action to be taken
by \ our committee to increase the salaries of teachers and, in par-
ticular, the timing of such increments.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

'['he board and the union have reached impasse during the present
negotiations for a successor agreement to replace the one under which
we are presently operating. Both parties jointly requested the as-
sistance of the Federal NIediation and Conciliation Service.

In fact, three mediation sessions ha ye been held and further ses-
sions will be held upon the call of the mediator. It is the board's
earnest hope that, through the assist am e of the mediatoN, the parties
can 'well agreement on a IIVN% cotttr,act. Un the table for consideration
is the board's proposal that the hoard ecomincral legislation to
provide for a 10-percent teitchrrs' :-alar3 increase to be effective
January 1, 1975 if the union will agivi to at school workday of 7,3.1
hours, inclusive of a hunch period.
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I cannot stress too strongly our feeling that the pinnings of good-
faith collective gargaining would be shaken if Congress were to take
action st this time to raise teachers' salary. The parties, at present,
au at a sensitive stage of negotiations.

RECOMMENDATION

What we are requesting today is that this committee postponeaction on any amendment to the Teachers' Salary Act until the
mediators have had an opportunity to bring about an agreement
between the parties.

We have proposed that the mediation process be given additional
time, after which time the mediators would report back to the parties
their view as to the prospect of agreementno later than the week
ending June 7, 1974.

Your favorable consideration is requested. Thank you for hearingthis testimony.
Mr. DELLums. Thank you, Ms. Morris. Does the gentleman with

you have a statement that he would like to make.
Ms. MORRIS. No.
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Hogan.
Mr. HOGAN. I .gather Ms. Morris is to be congratulated on her

appointment to vice president of the D.C. school system.

WORKING DAY

Ms. Morris, in looking at Mr. Weinberg's testimony, he talked
about an additional 45 minutes per day and a $6 per day workday
and you talk about 7N hours inclusive. I assume 3 ou are both talking
about the same thinga half-hour lunch period and you are talking
about 45 minutes over and abo\e the 6,.; hour workday including
lunch period?

Ms. MORRIS. We are talking about the same thing and we have
the 6% hour day which includes the lunch hour.

Mr. HOGAN. When did the al hour day go into effect?
Ms. MORRIS. I understand it was in effect prior to 1967.
Mr. HOGAN. And as to the June 7 deadline, or suggested date, do

you believe by that date you would have an agreement or a chance ofhaving an agreement?
,. MORRIS. I would like to view it from a very optimistic stand-

point and feel that both the board and the union are negotiating in
good faith and in a sincere effort to bring about an agreement and,
hopefully, we will be able to achieve this by that time.

TEACHER CONTRACT

Mr. HOGAN. Second, or finally, what is the date for mailing out
contracts normally to the teachers?

Ms. Mounts. I don't believe we have a date that we mail out
contracts. Our teachers are certified and recertified in September.

We do not mail out contracts as such to teachers.
Mr. HOGAN. The question is, is the effective date of the increase

and its effect basically on the recruitment of new teachers, is there
an adequate supply of teachers looking for positions in the District
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of Columbia? We all hear discussions that there is an abundance of
teachers coming out of the colleges, such that the school stem can
pick and choose these day s. Is that true in the District of Columbia?

Mrs. SIZEMORE. That is true in elementary education. Unfortun-
ately , we are Ito ing a loss in enrollment so that the abundance of
teachers about which people talk is in a certain area.

It is elementary education and early childhood. There is an alnind-
II lice of teachers 111 areas such as English and history. Our need is in

industrial arts and :pedal education. In these fields,
the entry- level in business and industry is a high level out of the
competitiN e management of the entry level of teaching, and, therefore,
the competition is rather great not between public school systems,
but between public school systems and industry and business.

That would be in nuttliematits and industrial arts. In special educa-
tion, there has been a great need for teachers in that area due to the
recent Culla declz.ioIlz, hide have compelled public school systems
to pro; ide an education for all children regardleN, of handicap
comfit ions.

There IN a great need in many school sy stems, both urban and
subui ban now, fur special education teat hers. The training of these
teat hers has mu yet (aught up with the demand for their services.

.lany teachers who are in needed areas are try ing to retrain for
special education. We are recruiting in that area. We started out with
approximately 100I can get the exact figures.

NEr. 1-looAN. A delay in getting this bill out, would that give you
difficulty in recruiting in the next 2 or :3 years?

.N1 rz:. SIZEMORE. No.

TEACHER AVAILABILITY

Mr. DELIA-MS. May I follow up Mrs. Sizemore on one question?
Can I interpret fo y our Aid( meat that history and English teachers
ate itt abundance in that the present or proposed increase
Ural would keep ;00 $500 or $600 above jurisdictions immediately
surrounding, the Distri( t, that 3 00 would not have any problems
tittle and if that is the case, I would like to ask in the area of mathe-
matit industrial alts and special education, do 3 ou think that the
poposed increase would allow you to continue to be competitive in
recruiting in those more difficult areas?

Mrs. SizEmonE. I don't have the exact figures before me, but if
if my memory serves me correctly, I don't think that the proposed
becJititing sallit1 will Us competitive with business and industry
for I he sell ice of nut t he. mai( s. It w ould for special education, however.

Now , when we consider the service-, of teachers of industrial arts
in the trades as I (walk/Hal subjects, 111.811. of these teachers get paid
.111 eaters of the regular 6h-hutir day now, so that their pay is extra.
1 110(1111 hay e to get those figures for 3 ou to give you an exact answer
on the teachers in industrial ark.

Mr. MALL\ Is. I would appreciate it if you would estimate that
for the revolt!.

Mrs. MAntiN. Because I ion stile Chairman Delimit; is not going
to hold another hearing,--wisuming, tilero is a resolution of the longer
w orkday-1 think for the record, i would like to know whether it is
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the school board's testimony that they support a 10-percent salary
increase rather than the 13-percent proposed in either of the two
bills. Is that correct?

Ms. Mounts. That is correct.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF PAY INCREASE

MI'S. MARTIN. And the effective clay is January 1, 1975, rather
than the effective date of 1974, set forth in either of the two bills?

Ms. Mounts. The effective (late would be January 1, 1975.
Mrs. MARTIN. Assuming a good-faith resolution, the actual com-

mittee has been asked questions about it and if it is alt right with
you, I would like to raise it.

It is our understanding that the salaries of substitute teachers
are determined b3 the board of education and there is some concern
among the substitute teachers that they have not had a raise within
a reasonable period of time.

SUBSTITUTE TEACHERS

I would like to ask what are the policies of the board with respect
to let ermi ing increases fun substitute teachers and when is the
last time they got a raise and is there an3 thing in your budget to deal
with that issue for the corning fiscal year?

Mrs. SIZEMORE. The boar( of education does have the authority
to set substitute salaries and the last salary increase was July 1,
1969, and sets salaries at $28 a (lay.

The board did subsequently consider that state of affairs and did
ask the administration to look for wa3 s to raise the level of that
salary and that would depend on the availability of funds.

The substitute pay survey that was conducted indicated that in
Montgomery Count, the pay is $29.80 a day and in September of
1974 it was $31.81.

In Arlington, $22 a day. In D.C. it is, of course, $28, which means
that our pa) scale for substitutes is well within the range of the
surrounding counties, and is in fact, higher or it is higher now, but
as of September 1974, will not be if it remains at the same level.

We have in the budget $2 million for approximately 2--and I will
have to get the exact figures for) ou for substitute pay. This is not
cotilyent upon the level of salaries. In other words, the board could
set that, salary at m13 level it so chooses, but that is the amount of
money that is in the budget for substitute salaries.

The board did recommend that we review this, which we are now
doing and ghat M,e hope to do is to give a recommendation to the
bound m hen me kium hum much mone3 we are going to get and make
that recommendation as of this year and put it in the 1976 budget.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Mrs. MARTIN. I would like to ask the board and the superintendent
the sane question I asked the D.C. government witnesses, and that
is that the Congress is quickly «iuding itself down into an extended
kind of inquiry and my concern is whether if the matter is now resolved
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between the teachers' union and the Board of Education, w,lietliel this
sub. ommit tee ought to hold the matter in abc3 ance until it is I esul% ed?

NIs. \foams. I recognize the fact that the Congress must indeed
complete its activity and I also hope that the committee and I am
sure the committee recop.nizes the situation that the school board is
faced with, and wherein I would not wish to slate specific all3 v hat
the Congress should do, I certainly would hope that the Congress
would be sensitive to the concerns that face us and we, of course,
plan to move with all deliberate speed an effort to resolve the differ-
ences that we would have with the Washington Teat hers' Union and,
as I stated previously, hopefully we will be doing this in the near
future.

I hope that the Congress will useand I am certain it will- -its
good judgment and produce for us the kind of support whidi is net es-
sary in order for us to get the job done.

fr. ('Earn. The school s3 stein would not issue contracts, and how
do you inform teachers whether or not they will be ldred?

Nil's. SIZEMORE. It is a continuing, contract. Most big cities have
continuing contracts. Unless there is a reduction in force or loss of
none3, the teachers are retained in their approximate positions for
the continuing year.

If there is a change in the c-nplo3-ment of teachers, if the service of
a teacher is needed in some other place than the place where that
teat her served in they ear prior to teaching, the teacher is notified
and that is in the agreement of the Washington Teachers' Union.

Mr. ('LAIR. Suppose for some reason that teacher proved not be to
satisfactory, how would you deal with that?

Mrs. SIZENIORE. That is an evaluation process. That is in the
teachers' union contract.

NIr. CLAIR. But if the3 are not informed they are not needed, it is
assumed they will work in the system?

Mrs. SIZEMORE. That is correct.

FUNDING THE PAY INCREASES

Mr. DELLums. Does any proposed increase have to come out of the
operational budget of the Board of Education?

NIs. NIoutus. Yes, the Boort! of Education must absorb :30 percent
of that cost and that dollar amount must be our t in rent opelating
budget.

DELLUM:s. You have indicated in \ our testimony that 3 on are
generall3 in agreement with the city's position with respet t to the 10-
pen ent increase in Januar3 1973. III .% our opt:lotion of budget fin that
fiscal 3 ear, du 3 ou anticipate any c titbatks iu pm. gine! or ser%ic e to
thildren in the Distric t regarding the 10 percent? You mention( 1 that
the school district has to absorb 30 percent of the increase. With
the 10-pert mit increase, would 3 ou ha% c to t ut bat k on a3 staffing
positions or do you have to cut back on the services?

Mrs. SIZEMORE. There is nothing, in the District of Columbia 1973
budget for teat hei solar3 increases. Thi done per inso lit dons
from the District of Columbia goxermilent, but we have been in-
formed that we vanild need to absorb a minimum I3 percent of this
cost and what we will need to du is iediret t funds for this purpose.

9
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\f r. DELLums. Do you have any idea about a 10-percent figure,
which is what the Board is tentatively advocating, do you anticipate
where that,15 percent would come from?

Mrs. SIZENIORE. Have we already decided?
Mr. DELLUMS. From what program would you have to reprogram

that money?
Mrs. SIZEMORE. One of the things that has been considered is the

vacancy rate.
Mr. DELLUMS. The normal attrition?
Mrs. SIZEMORE. Yes, and I can provide a more detailed answer for

you, if it is necessary.
Mr. Weinberg says that the percentage we would need to absorb

would go up to 30 percent. That would be approximately $2 million
that we would have to ab,orb and at this present time, I cannot state
exactly where we would get that money. I would have to prepare a
statement.

Mr. DELLI:Mg. I would appreciate it. I would like for you to tell me
whether normal attrition would have that $2 offset? Also,
since $2 million before the committee proposing, 13 percent, I would
like van to give Inc the figures for that as well. Before we excuse the
witne,ses, I would like to say to Mrs. Morris thank you. You have
made a very specific recommendation to the committee with respect,
to holding off the action until the negotiation process can reach a
logical conclusion.

We are very sensitive to the position that you are in and I can only
say at this point that we will take your recommendation under advise-
ment and it will have to be discussed with members of our subcom-
mittee and the chairman of the full committee and ranking members
on both sides, but we are sensitive to your question.

With that, I would like to thank you for corning and taking time
out of your busy schedule to appear this afternoon.

Mr. DELLums. Mr. Simon. you may proceed in any way that you
wish. We have your prepared testimony which we will insert into the
record: if you wish to summarin it, you may.

[The prepared statement of Mr. William IL Simons follows:]

Tai WASHINGTON I:LACHER& UNION,
Waington, D.C., 11111/ .30, 1074.

SVIWOMNIITTEE ox EDUCATION,
//011.( Dmfrict Committee,
US.111.4,:, of Rt preNenhaire3.

(il-N-ft.y,mv.i: I am William II. Simink, Pre,ident of The Wiklungton Teaeher,'
Union, Leal No. 6, American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO. Accompanying
nw this ,afternoon is. Barry rzpiegq4, Legklathe A,,ktant for the Cnion.

WiIt the appria al 44 Ow !hone Rule Charier, the. k pedlap, the la,t time thatthen N of the DEst Het of Cohmiliia hill have to appear before you to pre,ent
testimony with re,peet to a salary increase. The Onninit tee N to 10 commended
for its efforts in pro% Ming tin resident, of Washington, D.C. a mezkure of self-
determinvtion. Your action, in turn, Hill mean increased benefit, to yon in tenni
of pro% iding vi it more time to de. i,te to matter, of importance to the nationand to the world.

The Union k appreciative of yimr re,p,mse in .sehediding these hearings.
Through the efforts of the Union, II.R. 14400 and H.R. 14662 hive been intro-
duced by Congressnult Donald Fra.,er and lbnald re,pectively. It is
indeed unfortunate that twitl r the Board of Education our the City Govern-
ment ha, ..een fit, to date, take any posithe action to cot-ect an unjust situa-
tion which cimfront., the ,unplee, of the Board of Eduication.
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Teachers, like other employees, have been beset by the unabated rise in inflation
which has resulted in the cuncumitant erusion ut their purchasing power. Teachers,
by-and-large, haze ne% er reed% ed adequate compensation since the inception of
public education as a unix ersal goal uf this nation. Teachers have always been
at a disadvantage in the market place.

There is hardly a day which passes that does not bring the sad tidings that the
economic situation is becoming worse. On Friday, May 17th, The Washington
Star-News reported in its headlines, "Inflation Rate Cp, Output Down, E.S.
Economic Picture Worsens." The story relate`, "The inflation rate soared to 11.5
percent in the January-March Quarter, up from the estimate uf 10.8 in the
preliminary report a mouth ago. This was the highe,t, inflation rate in 23 years."
This news was accompanied by the repurt that the prime interest rate was raised
by the First National Bank to a record 11.75 percent.

In The Washington Post of Tuesday, May 21st, it was repo' ted that the food
index has increased at a 21.3 percent annual ran. The :Itifi article reported that
the Agriculture Department has projected a retail food price rise of about 12
percent for all of 1974.

Needless to say, cueryone is aware of the constant, rise in the price of gasoline
and other petrol um products. The oni ii-gallon fur gasoline will probably
be a fact of life within a very short time.

Another gloomy picture was painted by Sylx ia Furter in her column which
appeared in The Washington Star-News un Tuesday, May 28, 1974. In her
column, she puinted unt the increase in food prices fix (-pound bag uf flour-60' c,
three-pound can of shortening -64r;, ten -pound bag of putatues--60!," ,
bread-34%. The trend is clear, it costs more to exist.

The facts are clear that teachers, along with other employees, are hapless
victims uf the most grossly mismanaged economy in modern turves amid there is nu
indication on the horizon which offers any hope of relief.

The Union is in support of the concepts embodied iu II.R. 14400 and H.R.
14662. Both uf these bill, call for a niudtst increase of 13 peieent. In essence, this
adjustment in the ,alaries of teachers will enable them tu barely keep pace with
the eroding economic picture.

The consumer price index for April indicates an increase uf S.5cc". Heaven
only knows what it will be in September of this year.

The Union supports the. cutn.upt embodied iii II.R. 14662 which would juin itle a
mechanism tu adjust teachers salaries based un the inert itsed cust-uf-laing atiltl
other comparability factors. However, a priaision should be added to the hill to
make it mandatory . This would put the teachers un equal fuutilig w ith the rest of
the employees in the District uf Columbia SS ho retai% e the itlaullitttle adjustment
along with Federal Employees.

It has been said time and time again by the City Government that, on balance,
the salary schedule fur teachers in the Di.trict, compares fat urably to those uf the
surrounding jurisdictions and this factur enables us tu cumpete for the best
qualified teachers.11owtner, if you will examini Exhibit No.1, you will find that o%t r
a period uf 12 years a teacher in Fairfax County earns $3,169 inure than a teacher
in Washington. Further, yuur attention is called to the fact that while it is true
that salaries are favorable, then are other economic benefit,. which art afforded
teachers in the surrounding junsdietions which put them in a Inure fax,orable
position. Exhibit Nu. 2 demonstrates that in the area of fringe benefits teiti,hers in
Fairfax County and in ,luntguincry County fare latter than those in the Restrict
of Columbia.

In Exhibit No. 3 eon will note that must of the cities hat e few er salary step, than
in the District 14 Columbia. This 111(.811, that it takes fewer year, fur teachers to
reach their maximum salary level than it does in the District.

Statistic, could be compiled tu ad%iinee or refute any proposition IA mg pre-
sented. Statistics, as it has be n said un many- occasions, unly make a picture
favorable to those who are presenting them.

At issue at the present time is the qutstion of whether or nut teachers should
work more time without additional compensation. Tian has, to my knowledge,
been nu request to Federal Employees or other Distritt Empltat'es tu increase
their time for zost-of-11% mg adjustnit tit in salarits. Teachers are willing to work
additional time priaided there is compensation fur this additional tune. The
Union is willing to consider as a salary adjustment a sum equal tu the increase in
the cost-of-living frum September 1, 1973 tu September 1, 1974. If there is an
additional mum over and alai% e that amount, the Union is willing tu negotiate
additional w urking time commensurate tu the additional eumpensation. Nothing
less will be acceptable.
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It is still amazing that everyone still gives lip service to the importance of the
Public School System, but very feu are willing to give due recognitionstatus-wise
financiallyto the teachers who are responsible for making the system work.It is also ironicwhen the trend today is towards a reduction in the work day and
weekthat the Board of Education and the City Government is trying to extendthe working time of teachers. In effect, teachers arc being asked to take a salaryreduction. Once again, teachers arc being made the scapegoat for all of the illsthat exist in the American System.

In an article from Today's Child News Magazine for May 1974, Dr. David P.Weikart of East Michigan University, makes the following comments. (Exhibit#4)
"Educators must be accountable, but in a very different way from the one thatthe current fad demands," Weikart suggested.
"Accountability should be related to the child's long-term performance as anadult in family, community and society. Short-term accountability we can gettoday by teaching and measuring those things we hate tests for. But this kind ofshort-term accountability will never give us the kind of initiating, responsible,

innovative, cooperative kids the world so urgently needs."
Lack of planning is one of the weakest spots in elementary and early childhood

teaching, the specialist believes, "I'd like to see the -.ehool day cut in half so teach-
ers could have at least two hours a day free for planning . . . p r e f e r a b l y in themorning when they are fresh and alert." Ile stresses that by "planning time" heis not referring to "free time" or coffee breaks. "By phoning I mean the hardwork of studying each child and making plans that relate to every youngster in"the group."

For pupils, less school can mean more learning. Weikart reminds that studyfindings have shown that elementary school children's achievement levels rise inschools where the school day or week ha.s been shortened to give teaches moretime for planning."
Title II of H.R. 14662 provide- for periodic renewal of a teacher's certification.The Union is in agreement with the concept. However, the Union is opposed to

placing this requirement in the bill. Such action would limit the flexibility of thisplan and any changes which might be desired would have to be made through
the legislative process. The need for continuous retraining on the part of teachers
is obvious. However, this can be handled more effectively outside of the legislativearena. This section of the bill should be deleted.

The Union would also, at this time, express its support for II.R. 13970, whichwould provide :in adjustment in the annuities for retired teachers. This legislationis solely needed in order that these citizens who are on fixed incomes will beable to keep pace with the current economic conditions.
For the benefit of the Committee, the Union has enclosed additional Exhibits:Exhibit #5Current Salary Schedule.
Exhibit #6Proposed Salary Schedule based on 1:30.
Exhibit #7Proposed Increase for Evening and Summer Schools.
Exhibit #8Comparison of G. S. increases vs. Teacher increases.
Exhibit #9Cost-of-living increases July 1968-April 1974.The Union hopes that the Committee will ino% e rapidly on the matter Ofsalary adjustments for teachers, firemen and policemen in order to correct au.unjust situation which exists.

Respectfully submit ted,
WILLIAM hi. SINiONS,

Pre.ticicat-IValhinglon Teachane nion
Local No. 6, AFT.

EXHIBIT 1

TEACHER SALARY COMPARISON

Fairfax
County B.A.

teacher

District of
Columbia

B.A. teacher

Fairfax
County B A.

teacher

District of
Columbia

B A. teacher

1 27.900 $8,770 9 , 12.305 11.8502 8.974 9,120 10 12, 759 12.2903 9,429 9,470 11 13,213 12.7304 10.034 9. 825 12 13.667 13,1705 10,488 10.175 13 14,121 13,6156 10,942 10,525
Total.._.. 147,084 143.915

7 11,396 10,965
8 11,851 11, 410

Note: Difference of $3,169 earned over 12 years by Fairfa teachers,
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Exhibit No. 3

SALARIES

From 70 largest Districts (1.1 million to 47,000).
a. Above D.C. in number of students:

1. New York CityMin. 9,600Max. 15,750-7 steps.
2. ChicagoMin. 10,000Max. 10,628-14 steps.
3. PhiladelphiaMin. 9,434Max. 15,423-10 steps.
4. Fairfax CityMin. 8,974Max. 14,121-11 steps.

b. Washington, D.C. 132,490:
Min. 8,770Max. 13,615-12 steps.

c. Below D.C. in number of students:
1. MilwaukeeMin. 8,900Max. 14,229-11 steps.
2. BostonMin. 8,924Max. 15,149-8 steps.
3. NewarkMin. 8,970Max. 14,350-10 steps.
4. FlintMin. 9,200 Max. 14,743-11 steps.

D.C. Area Schools:
a. Maryland:

1. Montgomery CountyMin. 8,101Max. 11,017-6 steps.
2. Prince Georges CountyMin. 8,080Max. 11,150-6 steps.

b. Virginia
1. AlexandriaMin. 8,285Max. 14.747-14 steps.
2. ArlingtonMM. 8,408Max. 12,876-9 steps.
3. Fairfax CityMin. 8,974Max. 14,121-11 steps.

Exhibit No. 4

[From Today's Child. May 1974)

Is THERE ONE "RIGHT" PROGRAM FOR PRESCHOOLERS?

Lortsvtun.Be careful what you pray for, you might get it. This familiar
caution might be borne in mind by an one who is gung-hu for one particular pro-
gram for preschoolers, Dr. David P. ireikarl of East Michigan Game, hinted to
members of the Southern Assn. on Children Under Six at their annual meeting.

"Choosing the model for a preschool program is critical because there is in-
creasing evidence, albeit slight and debatable, that the model does have im-
mediate impact on the child. It makes a mural difference %%Inch model we chooseto use."

In the past, the issue of program "models" was not a problem because there
were so few to choose from, he pointed out. The majority of U.S. nursery schools
were the traditional, or development- oriented, types "which served well, par-
ticularly middle-class youngsters and cooperatives."

Now the many planned variations of Ilead Start programs, each with a dif-
ferent and specific goal fur children, offer teachers and parents un array of alterna-
tives and selecting en.., is a serious decision, stressed W eikart.

Data coming in from Nat'l Fulled Through, Much is testing different program
models at 167 school sites. slam that models design( d to teach children specific
things do achieve their specific goals "but that's all they achieve. No model
does all things for all children all across the hoard."

Thus programs with the aim of producing academic achievementsDistar,
behavioral anaylsis, or directed-instruction, for exampledu get the results de-
sired, while traditional de% elopment-uriinted programs do not and the effects
of cognitive programs are neutral.

Cognitive programs, AMA aim at de'.eloping skill, that can be measured by
standardized tests, get thiit desired results, ii hay traditional programs get neutral
results in this area and the effects of directed-in:Arm tion programs are somewhat
negative."

When it comes to enhancing a child's over-all development, including emo-
tional growth and the strengthening of self-concept, traditional programs aclue% ethis goal, while directed-in-truction programs haw '4u almost negative effect"
and cognitive programs' effect on the effective is neutral.

Why not use the most posithe demi tits in each program and combine them
into an "everything" e perienee for the child? Only a Master Teacher should
even think about such an attempt, Weikart cannons. Since only about 5c,,;., of
all teachers qualify as Master Teachers, "the nst of us 05 pereenters" would
just be indulging in an ego-trip.
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On the subject of accountability, the psychologist wondered "if this is another
guise for getting kids to learn n hat w e want them to know -even th ugh there
is no evidence that what we want them to know has any bearing on wiiat they do
later."

Ile observed that "data un elementary school grades are very predictive of
high school grades which, in turn, are very predictive of college grades, which
are predictive of graduate school grades-wlich don't predict anything."

Educators must be accountable, but in a very different way from the one that
the current fad demands, Weikart suggested.

"Accountability should be related to the child's long-term performance as an
adult in fanuly, community and society. Short-term accountability we can get
today by teaching and measuring those thuigs N e have tests for. But this kind
of short-term accountability will nu% er give lib the kind of initiating, responsive,
innovative, cooperative kids the world so urgently needs."

Lack of planning Pi one of the weaktst spots in elementary and early childhood
teaching, the specialist believes. "I'd like to see the school day cut in half so
teachers could have at least two hours a day free for planning . . . preferably
in the morning when they are fresh and alert."

lit stresst that by planning tune" he is not referring to "free time" or coffee
brt aks. By planning I mum the hard work of study ing each child and making
-plans that relate to every youngster in the group."

For pupils, less school can mean more learning. Weikart reminds that study
findings have show n that lit mentary school children's achiewment levels rise
ui st,hools where the school day or Reek has been shortened to give teachers
more time for planning.

EXHIBIT 5

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF CJLUMBIA-CLASS 15, TEACHERS' SALARY ACT -APPLICABLE FOR TEACH-

ERS, COUNSELORS, LIBRARIANS, AND OTHER CLASS 15 POSITIONS, EFFECTIVE SEPT. I, 1973

Group D.
Group A-I, Group C, master's

Group A, bachelor's Group B, masters plus 60
bachelor's plus 15 masters plus 30 or doctorate

Step:
I 8, 770 9, 210 9, 650
2 9,120 9,560 10, 090
3 9, 470 9, 910 10, 530
4 9, 825 10, 265 10, 975
5 10,175 10,615 11, 415
6 1 10, 525 10, 965 II, 855
7 10, 965 11, 410 12, 400
8 II, 410 II, 850 12.945
9 11,850 12, 290 13, 495

10,090
10, 530
10, 975

10, 530
10, 975
II, 415

11,415 11, 855
IL 855 12,295
12,295 12, 735
12, 840 13, 285
13, 390 13, 830
13, 935 14, 375

102 12,290 12,730 14,040 14,480 14,928
11 12,730 13,170 14, 585 15, 025 15, 465

12 13, 170 13, 615 15, 130 15, 570 16, 015

11 11615 14, 055 15.675 16, 120 16. 560
Y 14.665 15, 540 17,115 17, 565 18,135

r Maximum salary for temporary appointments in the 6th step.
Maximum entrance salary for probationary appointments is the 10th step.

EXHIBIT 6

PROPOSED PAY SCHEDULE (13 PERCENT)

Group D.
Group A-I, Group C, master's

Group A, bachelor's Group B, masters plus 60 or
EP bachelor's plus 15 master's plus 30 doctorate

Step:
1 9.910 10, 405
2 10. 305 10, 900
3 10,805 II, 300
4 11.210 11.705
5 11, 610 12.510
6 12.090 12. 510
7 12.510 13, 020

8 13,020 13.520
9 13.520 14, 020
10 14,020 14, 525
11 14, 525 Rua
12 14.880 15.535
13 15.535 15.995
14 16.570 17.710

10.905
II, 400

11, 400
11,900

11,900
12,400

11, 900 12, 400 12, 900
12, 400 12.900 11 395
12, 900 13, 395 13,895
13. 395 13, 895 14,390
14.010 14, 510 15,010
14, 625 15,130 15, 625
15.250 15.745 16.245
15.865 16, 360 16,860
16.480 16.980 17.475
17,095 17.595 18.095
17, 710 18, 215 18,710
19, 340 19, 850 20,490
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EXHIBIT 7

PROPOSED, EVENING AND SUMMER SCHOOL PAY INCREASES'

Percent increase and classification Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Present 13 percent:
Summer school 7.39 8.38
Teacher 8.35 9.47
Veterans summer 7.39 8.38
Sehool Centers 8.35 9.47
Melt education 8.13 9.22
Schools-teacher 9.27 10.42

9.44
10.67
9.44

10.67
10.38
11.73

I All future pay increases shall be at least at the same rate of increase as TSA class 15 teachers.

EXHIBIT 8

CIVIL SERVICE AND TEACHER PAY

Date (as of) Civil service
Teachers

(percent)

October 1973 5.1 and 4.7 percent effective Jan. 1, 1973 and 5
Oct. 1, 1973.

October 1972 5.5 percent effective Jan.1, 1972 7
October 1971 5.9 percent effective Jan. 1. 1971 0
October 1970 6 percent effective Dec. 27, 1969 0
October 1969 9.1 percent effective July 1, 1969 12

Total percentage increases, 36.3

Police and firemen had percentage increases of:
Effective May 1, 1972
Effective June 30, 1970

Total percentage 'nemeses

24

17
9

26

Note The average percentage increases over the last 5 years (1968-73) for the 10 top cities has been 28.2 percent.

EXHIBIT 9

COST OF LIVING INCREASES

Consumer
Price
Index

Percentage
increase

July 1968 104.5
5.9

July 1969 110.7
5.4

July 1970. 116.7
4.3

July 1971 121.8
3.0

July 1972 125.5
5.7

July 1973 132.7
8.5

April 1974 144.0

July 1968 104.5
37.8

April 1974 144.0

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. SIMONS, PRESIDENT, THE WASHING-
TON TEACHERS UNION; ACCOMPANIED BY BARRY SPIEGEL, LEG-
ISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE

Mr. SimoNs. With me is Barry Spiegel, assistant for the Washington
Teachers' Union.

H.R. 13970

I would like to comment on Congressman Broyhill's proposal in
11.R. 13070 and say that the Union is in full support of this proposal
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and all it is doing is merely giving these people a chance to try to
keep pace with the rising costs of living.

1 think it callous on the part of the District Government to take
the attitude that it has taken with respect to trying to correct an
injustice for this group of employees.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

"Much has been said about letting the normal process of collective
bargaining take place. Certainly, I am in. accord with that statement.
However, as you well recognise, it cannot take place unless there is
some action on the part of the Congress of the United States.

To do what the Board is asking the Union to do, is, in effect, on an
iffy basis. If you agree to work along, we will agree to recommend
and they can't deliver. Who is going to sign a contract on a basis
like that?

In y our wisdotn, every thing considered, it might be a 2 percent or
3 or 5 percent, who knows what, is going to come out of this. I think
it is totally misrepresenting the prom, of collective bargaining to
put the teachers in that kind of position.

Likewise, m we understand what is happening with the economic
situation here in the country and every day -ou read something in
the paper about how the situation is still deteriorating with no efforts
being made or very little effort being made to stop it. Already we
looked at the rate of inflation, which is 12.7 on an annual basis and
still rising.

10-PERCENT PAY INCREASE

What will 10 percent do? It will merely bring the teacher:, up to a
level where they used to be or ahnost to a level. Teachers are not
opposed to winking longer hours. All we are asking for is compensation
for their time. Otherwise, y ou are asking us to negotiate a salary cot
for teachers, more time, less money.

Farther, there has been no justification as to what is going to be
done with that time except that it I going to be added on to the day.

It doesn't mean any more instel;tional time for the pupils. That
has !keret come forth. There are many other problems that have io
be w orked out and simply to state that every body else work a longer
day, that should be justification fur the teachers in Washington
working a longer day.

With respect to the comments about where a 10-percent increase
mould bring the District in terms of being competitive with other
cities, that is only one part of the picture.

There are many fringe benefits and, as I pointed out to y on, that
other teachers enjoy that we don't get here in the District of Columbia.
For example, after 7 years service in Montgomery County, the
school board pays 75 percent of the health benefits plans.

We, being under the Federal plan, the employer pays 50 percent
and that will go up to 00 percent. (Niel sy stems rovide life insur-
ance without cost to the teacher. We have to pay tphat.

Other systems provide more leave time for teachers than we get
here in the District of Columbia. Only in the area of retirement call
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we say that we compare favorably to other jurisdictions. These are
the other factors that go into making up the economic package for
teachers that we can't deal with here in the District of Columbia.

Next time around, the bargaining will take on a different posture
under home rule, and I think that weean adequately sit down and
deal with the question of the economic benefits as well as the other
substantive matters in the contract.

I can submit to you, as long as the proposition is on the table, we
will inakea recommendation I can't see any settlement coming out
of that kind of proposition. We are negotiating in good faith and
continue to negotiate in good faith, but it has to be realistic as all
bargaining is and for the committee to delay its action, they are
going to do it a disserve to the educational sy stem here in the District
of Columbia.

Once it is out of the way, we can come to grips with it. Basically-,
all we are asking is to take a look at what the increase in the cost of
living has been from the time of the last pay raise for teachers, Sep-
tember 1, 1973, through September 1, 1974.

Whatever that adjustment is, we don't consider that a salary in-
crease. It is a salary adjustment. Anything over and above that, then
we will negotiate how much additional time that will buy.

We will put that proposition on the table and I think it is a fair and
just proposition, but to do anything less I think is asking the teachers
to put themselves in an untenable position.

NEr. DELLums. Thank you very much, Mr. Simons.
Mr. SIMONS. That concludes my statement.
NEr. DELLums. You have a rather interesting dilemma. We are both

artists of the collective-bargaining process and the right of people to
be represented by unions. Normally, we would be supportive of the
process going on between labor and management.

You placed that against the backdrop of the District hopefully
moving into a new area inviting new processes and new relationships.

anticipationnticipation of arriving at that, we find this committee in a
position where it is sometimes difficult to determine what our role is.
Here we are as a subcommittee attempting to carry out a constitu-
tional statutory responsibility prior to January 1, with respect to
teachers' raises when you are earnestly in the middle of negotiations.

Earlier y on pointed out that all that can happen is a recommenda-
tion to the Congress, and in the 3'2 years I have been here, the Con-.
greys is very unpredictable in some areas and strangely predictable
in others.

You are right. Once the bill leaves the committee and goes to the
floor, it is up to the 435 Members of the Congress to work on that
bill, but the District of Columbia Committee on the flour of Congress
has never been perceived as a giant maintaining discipline on the
floor of the Congress.

If we are not to disrupt the negotiating process, what would you
suggest that we do? The sub( ummittee passed a bill with recomen-
dations to the full committee to act on with the

tune
to

pass and if they hold the legislation up until such tune as your negotia-
tions are completed, or should we then ask for the leadership to
schedule the bill to be heard by the Rules Committee and schedule
it to come to the floor?
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At what point along the way do we go overboard in terms of dis-
rupting the delicate balance between labor- Management at this point?
I would like very much, as a supporter of good faith negotiations
what do you suggest that we do at this point, finding ourselves in this
great dilemma?

Mr. Strauss. Likewise, you also recognize our position even though
your subcommittee acts with the recommendation to pass the full
committee act and then you hold up there is many a slip between the
cup and the lip and we agree.

Everything is set, let us say, for the 13 percent and all of a sudden,
in somebody's wisdom, we think that is too much. We have already
signed an agreement based on that recommendation. Where does that
leave us?

Mr. DELLUMS. The reason I say there is a dilemma, when you
look at it on the other side, the other side feels their negotiating
position has been annihilated. It is not a cleancut situation.

Mr. Simoss. Very definitely, and I can respect the position of the
Board of Education, but I am saying that next time around, under a
different set of circumstances, the negotiations can take that form
because we will be able to know, without having to come back to
Congressand we can be pretty much certain as to where we are
goingbut it can't be done at this particular time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Thank you, Mr. Simons. I yield to Mr. Hogan.
Mr. HOGAN. I am not quite sure I understand, Mr. Simons, espe-

cially as relates to negotiation, how it is going to be different in the
future? You are not going to negotiate pay. Next year are y ou going
to negotiate salaries with the Board of Education, or, for that matter,
with the City Council?

Mr. SIMONS. I think what you will find, as happens in nearly all
other jurisdictions, the negotiations on salariesand all are com-
pleted with the Board of Educationthe Board of Education haa to
go before the City Government to be funded, or whatever the other
branch of the government is, but the actual negotiations take place
between the Board of Education and the organization representing
teachers with pretty much assurance that that agreement is going
to stick.

Mr. HOGAN. The city of Cleveland got into a lot of trouble here
3 years ago when they negotiated with the mayor and the city coun-
cil, as I recall, negotiated a contract with the policemen, or at least
negotiated a salary with them, and promised them a certain salary.

It was the mayor and his financial manager, I guess. They agreed
to give a salary to the policemen and maybe the firemen, and sub-
sequently the council turned them down and they were in the posi-
tion where they had offered the police a salary increase and they had
to cut back on the number of policemen they had or increase taxes.

Aren't you going to be in that situation with the Board of Educa-
tion, unless you change the whole structure of school system awl
the structure of the government as it is in the Home Rule Act?

Mr. SIMONS. That is true. Howe\ er, we would be dealing with the
Board of Education as well as the CitN Council, with respect to finan-
cial matters and we would not have the third step in dealing with the
Congress.
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Mr. HoGAN. But somebody has to come up with the money and
the Mayor, whoever is going to be in the same situation a year from
now that they are in now. They have to come up to the Congress
with a balanced budget and the question then will be between the
Mayor, the City Council, ttrul the Board of Education.

How are they going to balance that budget unless they lay some
increased taxes on the citizens of the District of Columbia, which
will be a precariously political maneuver on the part of the Councils
or the School Board or the Mayor.

They are going to have to come up here and justify why they are
increasing the pay, why they are increasing the pa) for the teachers,.
which is primarily a local function.

If there is a local function in the District of Columbia, it tends to
be the public school system, and unless they raise some taxes, aren't
they going to be in the same position that they are in today?

Mr. SIMONS. That might be true, but I and sure that the City
Council and the Ma) or are going to have to sit down and take a hard
look at the financial situation of the city and I am sure they will come
up with recommendations that if there must be an increase in taxes,
there will be.

D.C. GOVERNMENT RECOMMENDATION

\fr. II oGAN. Hasn't the Council and the Mayor and the Board of
Education done that? They have come up and given the committee a
recommendation of 10 percent, saying it is effective January 1, and
come up here to a legislative committee and say, wills is what we
recommend, this is what we suggest under the circumstances, and
this is what we can afford."

We don't believe it is in the interest of the citizens of the District
of Columbia, some of whom do not have children in school, but ninny
who have children in school and said, "This is what we can do without
a general tax increase."

I trust you are not suggesting that they go back or that the Congress.
initiate a tax from up here that provides for this increase, are you?

Mr. SIMONS. I think that can be done by the city government.
Mr. HOGAN. They would come up with a tax increase to pay the

differential?
Mr. SIMONS. There is alwa3s going to be an increase in taxes until

the situation gets better and the economical situation improves. It
happens all over the country.

There are sonic jurisdictions that have been able to reduce taxes or
appear to have reduced taxes in one area and increase them in others.

Mr. IloGAN. To give soine guidance to the committee, do you have
any recommendations as to what tax you would suggest to have
increased?

Mr. SIMONS. I have no recommendations except I think the commit-
tee might take a look at the increase in the city that is authorized, but
never gets fully appropriated.

Mr. HOGAN. You are getting into the area the chairman spoke
about, the 435 unpredictable votes on the flour of the House. now
do you convince them that the Federal payment should be inct ,d
to cover the pa) increase for the teaultel %hen you are talking about
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a function, and I think public clucation is a f,tuction more local than
inan3, of the functions carried on by the District of Columbia govern-
ment.

.N1r. SIMONS. I understand that and I understand the dilemma. All
NN e are asking is that there be a zsailli4 adjustment made for teachers
in order that we can keep pace with what is happening.

Hoo.kx. And on the other hand, I ant not pressing you to make
a statement against interests, but I do not a ant to point out that this
t otumit tee has a dilemma and the House haz, a dilemma they must
face and the dilemma facing the Ns hole go\ aliment, the Board of
Education and the \(a3 or, don't know that it is any different now
than in the furure.

latybe you could have the same inoblem next year you have here
now. If the Congress follows, more or less, the recommendation of
the May or and the Board of Education, this is about what might cum
out next year in the negotiations.

DELLUMS..NrISS .N(artin?

FRINGE BENEFITS

\IIs. MARTIN. In our attachment, exhibit IT, you have fringe
benefit:, packaged NN here COIltpae the Di;striCt to the NIontgotnery
and Fairfax Counties. Do you have uolikparuble information relative
to the difference bet \Veen the fringe benefits packages for the other
four counties that are usually considered in the seven-county package,
or t an 3 ou tell the committee whether the District is better, worse, or
about the saute as the other four counties?

StmoNs. We can send you that information.
NIrs. MARTIN. The second thing is you didn't like to talk about

salaries comparability , but 3 our le:Almon) does talk about salary
comparability with the surrounding areas.

I would like to talk about work comparability. The District te,ti-
fled that there are some 29 school districts tt here the schoolteacher
have more hours and less pay. What is 3 our position on that?

NIr. SIMUN:". We have been a irking under this s3-stem for low these
many 3 ears. All of the salary adjustments that Incve been made to
date have been based on that, the same number of a ork hours. Noa ,

are you telling us to increase the number of hours, but 3 ou are not
talking about any additional increase in pay fun the additional time?

Mrs. MARTIN. Whether 3 ou consider the 10 percent that is proposed
by the City Council and the School Board.

NI. SimoNs. Just a salary adjustment to keep up NNith the cost of
living.

NIrs. MARTIN. And the 13 percent recommended by the two bills?
it.. SIMONS. That ould be a cushion. What I have said earlier, we

are a idling to take a look at the increased cult of lug front the time
of the last pay raise and a hates en is uN en and abu%e that enacted in the

.\ (vs. MARTIN. It is possible that the contract you negotiated back
in 1969 should not ha% e been negotiated and is out of line, if the
majority of the school district contract, t all for longer N\orking hours?

Sometimes ae make mistakes and I am a °littering if the original
contracts may have been a mistake?

Mr. SIMONS. No, I don't think so.
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Mr. TIoaAs. I wonder if 1-r. Weinberg could come up kith some
information explaining benefits.

Mr, WEINBERG. We would be glad to submit a study on this,
Mr. DELI.CNIS. The record will so reflect and it w ill become a com-

mittee insert.
FRINGE BENEFITS

Ntr. IfoGAN. I as,,.!"' e there is nothing in negotiation no as far as
fringe benefits are coo' ,..ued that is going to cost additional funding.

Mr. WEINBETat. Not in this contract.
HoGAN. Although this information «ill be generally helpful

to the committee, it is somewhat extraneous to the 10 percent except
as you look at the surrounding area to see m hat fringe benefits are to
the teachers in the surrounding areas.

Mr. WEINBERG. Back in the last contract that is now in effect and
continues to be in effect, there w as a letter of understanding. which,
if I may quote, "The parties agreed that a longer school 3 ear and sc 601-
(1113 would be negotiated «hen additional compensation is enacted."

since that date there has been a 12-percent pay raise in the Congress
enacted in 1972 and then with the proposal that we proposed to you
today, that makes it 22 percent, so that there has been in the agreement
a requirement to negotiate by both sides. This is something that has
been long in contention.

Mr. StAioNs. May I respond to that? We are talking about increased
compensation. If it costs more to live today, than it did yesterday,
and you make salary adjustments, that is not increased compensation.
We are saying increased compensation meaning money met and abu( e
what the normal salary adjustment gill be.

When we get the salary adjustments in the Federal area, the other
District emplo-ees come under that and there is net er any question
about any additional time for them.

There is no question about additional time for police and firemen.
«e are saying that if there is compensation commensurate with

the number of hours worked, fine, we will buy it.

TEACHER CERTIFICATES

Mr. DELr.tMs. I have a couple of questions. You mention on page 5
of your testimony that with respect to the provision that calls fur
periodic renewal of teacher certifications, that the union is in agree-
ment with the concept, but opposed, then you go on to say, this can
be handled more effectively outside the legislati% e area and this
section of the bill should be deleted. I would like to comment on that.

Secondly, as you know, there is a requirement in our hill 14662
that restores the requirement for tau categories of school empty.) ees,
attendance officer s (aid child labor inspectors. I «mild like you to
comment on those.

Mr. SINIONS. As to the first point, once something gets into the law
it is very difficult to take it out and we feel that this matter ( an be
more effectively handled by the Board of Education.

As a matter of fact, we already ha% e it on the books now as a policy
of the Board of Education to see that teachers w ill be required to
renew their certification every 5 years.

That was adopted by the Board, I believe, at the end of 1972.
That is w hy I say it doesn't have to be included in the legislation.
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SCHOOL EMPLOYEES

With respect to the other matter, yes, the union is in agreement
u ith that provision. I think it did a disservice to that group of em-
ployees alien that a as put into the legislation 2 years ago. How it
got there, nobody knows, but it a as in there and a e hope that will
be repealed.

Mr. DELI.TMS. I would yield to Mr. Clair.
Mr. CLAIR. The policy statement requiring periodic studies is not

effective from 1972 and affecting teachers hired prior to 1972?
Mr. SIMONS. Quite.
Mr. ('LAIR. So, prior to 1972, there is no study requirement?
Mr. SIMONS. Right.
Mr. DELLums. Thank you, Mr. Simons. Thank you very much.

We appreciate your testimony.
Our next a itness is Norman Anthony, president, council of school

officers.
Mr. Anthony, we noticed that the subcommittee has received an

advance copy of 3 our statement and we %% mild like you to leave us
ith a copy of your statement and you may proceed or summarize,

%vhieliee way you %vish.

STATEMENT OF NORMAN S. ANTHONY, PRESIDENT, COUNCIL OF
SCHOOL OFFICERS

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, members of the House District
Committee, ladies and gentlemen:

My name is Norman S. Anthony. I sin the president of the Council
of School Officers, Local 4, AFLCIO. This organization represents
all officers in the management group, that is, above, the position of
teas her and bcloa the loci of assistant superintendent, for the pur-
poses of collective bargaining.

M3 colleagues and I. are extremely grateful to have this opportunity
to Aar,_. itli ;N oil our %leas and concerns relative to the proposed

14400 and H.R. 14662.
The Cl :I of School Officers is in basic agreement a ith the pro-

visions of H.R. 14662 and H.R. 14400.
Under recommendation:, a e are offering several items for the con-

sideration of the members of the committee a ho, if the find merit in
them, can huorporate such suggestions into a re% ised %ersion of the
bill or bills.

INADEQUACY OF 13% PAY INCREASE

Our major concern a ith the bills, H.R. 14400 and H.R. 14662, is
the "13 per centum" increase for all salary classifications.

If the chairman na ill be kind enough to indulge me for a fea minutes,
I a ould like to gin e a rationale for the council's feeling that the
proposed 13 percent is inadequate.

The aignments may have an air of familiarity, but ae believe that
they are valid enough to bear repetition.

We are a ithin 2 years of the Bicentennial Celebration of the inde-
pendence of this country. We are having in Washington, D.C., the
Nation's Capital. Since, in many ways, the Nation's Capital is a
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microcosm of the Nation as a whole, one should expect to find exem-
plary institutions and ideas in Washington.

What better way to celebrate the occasion of the Bicentennial than
to point to an educational system that is helping students to be-
come independent citizens. We believe that the D.C. Public School
System is working toward such a goal and we propose to continue to
help achieve it.

However, meeting this challenge effectively necessitates the best
quality of school leadership and management available. It follows
that if we are to draw the best minds and administrative managerial
talents to the D.C. schools, the D.C. School :!ystem must offer a
salary for administrators w hick is competitive with other administra-
tive salaries in the countrytaking into account other salary levels
as well as the cost of living in the Washington area.

A brief examination of the scope of responsibility of school officers
would provide further justification for an enlightened salary schedule
for D.C. school administrators.

The building superintendent, for example, is responsible and ac-
countable for the successful effective operation of schools.

Tliat responsibility is composed of the following dimensions: staff
development, supervision of all employees, curriculum research and
development. the implementation of an effective instructional pro-
gram, the provision of supporting services such as guidance and coun-
seling, health programs, et ceterm, serving a liaison function between
school and parents; school and community, school management,
includinc, all school facilities and propert3, accurate record keeping
student,fiscal, et cetera.

Effectively discharging these functions requires an administrator
who possesses a high level of conceptual, human relations and technical
skills These skills and training are comparable to those required by
administrators in private industry and the Federal Government. It
follows that salary for employees at this level of responsibility should
be commensurate with the sum total of their experience, training, and
expertise.

FACTORS TO CONSIDER

In determining what would be a fair and equitable percentage in-
crea ,e for school officers, consideration must be given to these factors:

( ) consumer price index;
(2) need for professional growth and development;
(3) cost of educational credits and courses;
(4) comparison of D.0 , TSA officer salaries with the following:

(0) surrounding school systems, (b) systems of comparable size.
and (e) salaries of officers on the GS scale with similar responsi-
bilities;

(5) establishment of salary scale with It would attract the nwst
qualified personnel; and

(6) increased cost of living.
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Consumer Price

Index has risen from 119 in 1971 to 139 in 1971, resulting in an increase
of 17.2 percent. By comparison school employees have received a
total rai4c of 12 percent, given in two steps of 7 and .5 percent in 1972
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and 1973 re,pectively. Prior to this amendment, st 11001 officer employ-
ees had not received an increase for 2 years.

Since 1955, the Teachers' Salary Act has been amended only seven
times to provide for increased salaries and revisions in retirement
benefits for school officers while salaries for other employees have
increased more equitably mid rapidly.

Technological advancements and educational assessments india ate
a continued need for professional growth and development of school
officers. The cost of continuing one education whether through d
university program or through conferences and workshops have been
exhorbitant. Any officer's net income, therefore, is reduced bt the
cost of obtaining further education.

COMPARISON WITH OTHER CITIES

Moreover, when officer salaries under T.S. are compared to those
officers of comparable positions in schools of comparable size, the pay
scale for the D.C. Public School System is found lagging.

In Detroit for the 1972-1973 school y ear, for example, a principal's
salary ranges from $1S,S46 to $25,070, with the maximum obtainable
in five steps. In addition, the workyear was 39 weeks.

New York City recently approved a salary structure with a range
for school officersincluding principalsfrom $24,000 to $35,000.

In Washington, a level I principal's salary begins at $19,205, with
a maximum of $23,025, obtainable in nine steps with a 52-week
worky.ear. Under the present D.C. salary structure, not only does the
principal make less money, but it takes longer for him to attain
maximum compensation.

The D.C. Public School System, during the past few years, has
attempted to make the Nation's Capital tul an educational example
for the country. If it is to continue this trend, it must be able to attract
the best minds the area and the country have to offer. Salaries must
then be attractive enough to make the move financially- as well as
professionally rewarding.

While the living costs have soared, the purchasing power of school
administrators has fallen further behind their peers.

Therefore, a significant increase in salary is nea es,sary order to
bring officers to a level comparable with others, to say nothing of a
salary level commensurate with the educational requirements and
responsibilities of their positions.

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED

TLS Council would offer these re(anmendations to be considered
by he committee and. hopefully, incorporated into in total or in
part in subsequent legislation. We therefore recommend:

1. That the act might be named "The Teachers and Officers Salary
Act of 1974, to amend the Teachers' Salary Act of 1955."

The rationale behind this recommendation is that the Council
w pull not w ant many of the excellent features and, or amendments
of the 1955 act lost.

2. That the classification of TSA- 6principal be retained.
.3. That additional ompensation for acquiring GO semester hours

above the master's degree be provided for officers.
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4. That the number of steps needed to reach the maximum level of
salary be reduced to five.

5. That an officer on sabbatical leave be granted the stated per-
centage of his salat %%% as an officer, not as a teacher.

6. That serious consideration be given to a percent um of 22 percent
for employees covered by this salary legislation.

7. That the four levels for principals be eliminated, and that a
single salary scale for them be developed. This is the only salary class
in the D.C. School System, indeed in the D.C. Government, which
is so discriminated against. A teacher is paid as a teacher without
regard to the teaching load. An assistant superintendent with nine
schools is paid the same ,,alary as an assistant superintendent who has
20 schools. A police captain in a division with 200 patrolmen is paid
the same salary as a captain of detectives who may supervise 35 men.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the council of
school officers again expresses its gratitude for giving its membership
the opportunity to be heard on this vital issue of salary legislation.

Thank you.
Mr. DELLrms. Mr. Anthony for your opening remarks, the Chair

would yield to Mr. Eagan.
Mr. iloG.kx. Mr. Anthony, your council is just a lost organization.

You are not a supervised union?
Mr. ANTHONY. Yes, we are a union. We are tightly knit. We have

contractual relationships with the Board at the present time. Wo hope
to be involved in negotiating a new contract and hopefully, prior to
June 30, when the present contract expires.

Mr. lloo.lx. Are you a member of the Washington Teachers'
Union?

Mr. ANTHONY. We are two separate unions. We are under the
general head of AFL -CIO, but separate unions under that general
heading.

Mr. HOGAN. So you are not ill the general teachers' contract. You
have a separate contract?

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes.
Mr. lIoGAN. You haven't started negotiating yet?
Mr. ANTHONY. No.

RECOMMEND 22 PERCENT INCREASE

Mr. DELLt-ms. I would like to ask a question: On your recom-
mendation, No. 6, in your presentation, "'Mat serious consideration
be given to a percentum of 22 percent for employees covered by this
salary legislation."

You are saying 22 percent, rather than 13 percent for all classifica-
tions covered in this legislation?

'Mr. ANTHONY. Yes; we find it very difficult at this point to speak
specifically for just ,chool officers, because this is our bill for all
school employees, and, while we are different unions, w e have basically'
the same total, which is educating the children, and when I spoke
about the importance of getting the most effective and best minds
for school officers, I realize to get the best teachers and teaching
talent, we must have more attractive salaries,
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LONGER DAYS

Miss MARTIN. As a school officer and former principal, do 3 on
believe that a longer school day would be to the benefit of the r hildren
in the school system?

Mr. ANTHONY. I Win!' I could sa3 I could take the fifth amendment
on that. I am in a unique position. I would say that the school officers
work a longer school(lay.

The principal reports at S o'clock in the morning and leaves at
4:30 or he leaves at 5. This gives the school officer and the other
officers an opportunity to do man3 things n Idch are necessary nhich
cannot be done in a shorter schoolday.

The school officers work much longer hours, because we attend
meetings after 5 o'clock. We attend home and school social meetings.

If I appear to be begging a question, I guess I am. I do feel that
if there is a possibility for teachers and offir cis to n ork together for an
extended period of time, many things can be accomplished.

There are times when it is possible for se hoot °flu ers and groups
of teachers to sit down and discuss problems. There are matr3 things
which may be done if the tune were extended.

In truth, in man} situations, this does occur. Where there is a
need to do so, I ha\ e found that teachers are very willing to give us
extra time, but 1 don't believe that with more opportunity to work
together in having more time, either at the end of the day or the
beginning of the (lay, there are some things which can be done now.

1r. HOGAN. I assume that the 45 minutes that is being discussed
in the current. negotiations does not mean a longer school day for
-4 talents necessmil3? It merel3 means that the individual teacher v ill
be available for things such as 3 on have talked about meetings of the
teachers with their principals and supervisors and perhaps some extra-
curricular activities associated with student activities.

Mr. ANTHONY. If this longer school day were effected, that,
together with the school administration and the teachers could
develop the most effective way to use it. There are many things
which could be done in this extended time.

Mr. HoGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. DELIA:Alb. Just one question: The data 3 on alluded to earlier

that was to be brought in by another gentleman to accompany 3 ou
this afternoon, will that data deal with the salaries of school officers
and compare them with other far tors in jurisdiction around the
country?

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes.
Mr. DELLUNI. We appreciate taking 3 our time to testify before

us and we will take your recommendations under advisement.
The Chair notes that there is a rollcall vote, and our last whiles-,

is Miss Helen Samuels, Chairman, Legislative Committee, Dist net
of Columbia Retired Teachers Association.

[Recess from 4:25 p.m., until 4:50 p.m.]
Mr. DELLENIS. Mr. Nevins, of the city council has indicated he

will submit a written statement to these proceedings.
[The statement of Mr. John Ne ins of the City Council appears

in the appendix.]
Mr. DELcums. The Chair now (all- Ifelen Samuel, c linkman,

legislative committee, D.C. Retired Teachers As-cmiation.
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STATEMENT OF MISS HELEN SAMUELS, FOR THE CALENDAR, LEG-
ISLATIVE COMMITTEE, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIRED TEACH-
ERS ASSOCIATION

Miss SAMUELS. I ant grateful for the privilege of appearing here
today. I came to support the bill, H.R. 13970.

11.11. 13970

However, I think I would rather file my testimony because fr.
Broyhill made 1111' points very well. However. 1 have been shot down on
two issues. The first one was contained in the testimony of my !rood
friend, Mr. Weinberg, when he testified against the passage of H.R.
13970. This is a sad commentary on the District government.

If they can find the money to increase the pensions in their budget
to all the retirees who came under the classified service, it seems to meit is discrimination against a comparatively small group of teachers
not to support this bill.

I think that is all I would have to say, except to ask you to approve
the bill and speed it on its way through the Congress.

I would like to say that when you investigate, Sou will find there are
some teachers who are re( dying pensions higher than $90.50 a month
who retired prior to October 1969 and many of those pensions are
much lower than some of our teacher:, can really live on.

COSTS

To me, it is niggardly to oppose this for a mere $290,000. I know I am
speaking very bluntly and forthrightly, but I know that is the way
every retired teacher in this city will feel.

The other shot I feel was in the testimon3 presented here today
saying that the District of Columbia retired teachers system is not
actuarially sound.

I am glad you asked :or materials containing the teachers retire-
ment law because you will find, prior to 1966if my memory serves
mewe have one of the finest laws for retired teachers in the United
States and we are proud of it.

However, in 1966, the District of Columbia government, requested of
Congress that the fund be funded at a level of about $60 million, if
I remember correctly.

At that time, the District Education Association opposed that
amendment because it was not only shortsighted, but, based on the
needs of 1966 and was not looking forward to the 3 ears to come when
inflation would have to be met.

However, the District of Columbia government won out and Con-
gress passed that legislation. It would seem to me that if our fund is
becoming not actuarially sound, the District of Columbia government
had a responsibility to come back to Congress to ask for a level of
$60 million to be raised.

This comes as a surprise to our newly retired teachers that our fund
is not actuarially sound. I wonder if the officials of the school s\ stem
have this know'edge. According to the press, sometime before the
opening of the school, it was quoted that the officials wished to lower
$300 from that fund to finance a program for handicapped children.
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It was found that was not possible under the law. I tun asking
today that we give the District, of Columbia Teachers Association
time to stitd, the proposals presented by Mr. Coppie to see if we can
al.,tee with those proposals and file our testimony on the District of
Columbia teachers retirement law before any changes are made in the
law.

Mr. DELLUMS. Without objection, the Chair will grant your re-
quest and would like y ou to do that as expeditiously as possible and
leave the record open on the hearings until we receive your
recommendations.

Miss SAMUELS. I will do that.
[The statement from the District of Columbia Retired Teachers

Association follows:I

Sr it 1.sit NT tiF Miss 1.1.1.N 4 aatl i.LS Fox D.C. RI.Tinf.a TEA( &SW iATIoN

To Ow Committee on the Dist riet of Columbia Subcommittee on Education
U.S. 'liaise of Representatives

G e.,NT .I ant Miss pelt a Samuels and I .un representing Miss Elizabeth
D. Griffith, la gislative Chairman for the District of Columbia Retired Teachers
Association. Mks Griffith is unable to be present because of illness.

I ur.h to speak briefly in support of the bill, 11.11. 13970, the purpose of which
is to amend the D.C. Teachers Retirement Act, approe eel August 7, 1946, to
ilicreas., en certain respects, the annuities plie able to teachers it het retired prior
to October 20. 1969.

A similar Act eras recently enacted into line to pro% ide to retirees of the Cie it
Sere u t Retirement System benefits like those contained in IL R. 13970. Since alt
rt tact s of the D.C. Public School Se stem in the classified sere ice as ho retired before
October 20, 1969 also mei% etl these benefits, it is onle fair and just, therefore,
that retired teachers receive the same benefits.

Another cianpelling reason for passage of H.R. 13970 is that the annuities of
all teachers, and those in the classified sere ice, eeho retired prior to October 20,
1969 teero toinputial on the as. cf.:1ga. salare for the highest 5-year earning period,
es bile Oa tun kale:, of those 11, 114, 11.i% e retired since that date hate been committal
on the average salary for the highest :3 -year earning period.

All pi rtinent information concerning the rust of this legislation has been
furnished be Mr. Donald Weinberg, Personnel Director for the District of Co-
luniia. I shall not, therefore, duplicate such information other than to say that
I feel that the D.C. Teachers Retirement Fund has adequate capability to absorb
the cost of the modest provisions of 11.11. 13970.

Suri1e, I need nut remind the Committee' that our elderly retired teachers
etin nowr the same hardships and difficulties in tre beg to meet the greatly
inert used cost of he ing caused 1,3 inflation as do all other retired persons. There-
fore, I urge imno (hate appros. al and effort on the part of the 'louse District

ounnit tee to se cure curl} passage of 11.12. 13970 in order that our retired teachers
%%ill jet have to continue to %eau for these benefits. The D.C. Retired Teachers
Association feels the date of euaetmeut should be the .1111V as that contained
in the recent legislation to amend the Civil Sere ice Retirement Act.

I thaiiii the Cenimittee for the pro. dege of making this statement and also it*
C.Atignssnian, the 114 die Joel T. 13ro3 hell, for hal. ing introduced 11.R. 1.1970

on behalf of the D.C. Retired Teachers :1..stociation.
May 22, 1974.

Mr. DELLums. The Chair will yield time to Mr. Hogan.

RETIREMENT ANNurnES

Mr. IleGAN. Miss Samuels, do 3 ou happen to know, off hand, what
the average retirement salary is or pension or annuity is?

firs SAMUEL'.. I don't have those figures. I expected Mr. Weinberg
to prol.ide them, but I ant sure we can find them readily enough. 1
kiam that Mr. Weinberg's office can submit those figures.
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Mr. WEINBERG. We would be pleased to get that information.
Mr. DELLUMS. Thank you, Mr. Weinberg.
Mr. HooAN. Based on your own knowledge of the annuities re-

ceived by retired teachers, do you have any idea what percentage
$240 would be of the, let us say, the average of the people you know
receiving retired teachers annuities?

Miss SAMUELS. I could base it on my own annuity and it would be
less than 5 percent and I retired in 1960 and we hall a comparatively
cmallgroup. I would say it would affect approNintately 1,200 teachers.

Mr. HOGAN. Was it your testimonyand I missed sonic of it a
little while agothe District has funded the classified retirement pay?

Miss SAMUELS. They have to find the money in the budget.
Mr. HoGAx. How much is that, ma'am?
Miss SAMUELS. I am not sure. Perhaps Mr. Weinberg can provide

you with that information.
Mr. DELLUNN. We thank you for your presentation and thank you

for coming today and look forward to the material you are going to
submit.

The Chair would like to indicate that we will keep the record open
on the hearing so that the president of the Retired Teachers Associa-
tion would have an opportunity to submit his testimony in writing
and other persons who were not able to appear and submit their
testimony on the bills before us today in writing.

The Chair would note that we will leave it open for 1 week and the
meeting will adjourn at this time.

[Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, subject to
the call of the Chair.]

Subsequently, the following materials were received for the record.]

DEPARTMENT OF THE TRF AsURY,
1Vashinglan, D.C., May .21, Ip74,

DF.11{ .[R. WEINBERG: This is in reply to dour letter of a [ay 1, 1974 in
you request a cost estimate on 11. R. 13970, a bill to pro% ide certain Social Seeitnt
minimums for annuitants under the D.C. Teacher, Retirement stem and toalso provide an increase to those teachers retired prior to October 20, IOW or theirsurvivors (if on the annuitant rolls).

Based on the retired rolls at the beginning of 1974 %% e find that \ (.1. y lea teacher
annuitants (or survivors) Mill, after the cost -of- lying increase of July 1, 1974, be
receiving loss than the $94 minimum primary insurance M11011111 p* able under
Social Security. A total of 30 cases was found. The average increase per case %%a,only about $15 p' north or $180 per ear, bringing the cost for 40 eases to only
85,400 for one year. This cost can be expected to remain more or less at this le% el
Mr at least at the same level as a percentage of pa roll) year after year.

Paragraphs (e) (4) and (e) (.5) of the bill pro% ide an annuity therms(' of 5240 per
year for a retired teacher vi ho retired prior to October 20, 1969 and $142 per % ear
for the survivor annuitant of any teacher who retired minor to october 20. 1969.
The coq of these two paragraphs is projected by fiscal 3 ears in the attached table.

It is assumed that the annuity increase, in the preceding paragraph call take
effect on 10/1/74, thus reducing the cost of fiscal 1975 lo !4. The added annual coot
is estimated at $288,100 in fiscal 1975 and $371,300 in fiscal 1976. Thereafter it
twill decrease, rem citing zero in the ear 2005..1t an interest rate of .5', the impaet
on the unfunded liability «'all be $3,058,500. At an interest rate of 7' the impact
will be $2.718,109. As show n in the attached table, go el. 1600 retire d and sin % n ur
annuitants will be affected.

Sincenly yours,

0

Cbnitic W. Knoi.i
Gortroment Alethrael.
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GOVERNMENT OF Tun DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE,

Washington, D.C., July 16, 1074.
Congressman CHARLES DIGGS,
Chairman, House District Committee,
1..S. House of Representatives,
jra;hington, D.C.

DLAR Co M,R Lba MAN DGA5. Reference is made to the Committee Mark-up of
Jelly 1.1, 1974, concerning among other legislation, the Police and Firemen's Salary
Act amt mlnient and the amendments to the Teachers Salary Act of 1955. In the
process of the Nlark-up session, an amendment was proposed by Mr. McKinney
concerning Title II uf the Police and Fire Salary Act Amendments. This amend-
ment would establish a Police and Fire Salary Benefit Committee which would be
responsible fur the conduct uf studies uf salaries and fringe benefits of these
niploy eus locally and nationally. The District uf Columbia Government is

opposed to any legislati% e pro ision which mandates upon the city the methods
by which it shall establish pay fur its employees, and equally as important the
manner in which it would establish its labor program. The "McKinney amend-
ment'', howeser, concerns us more than similar proposals in II. R. 15777 or II. R.
14(162. The 'McKinney amendment entangles the city government in a procedure
which .wings somewhere between a procedure for setting pay and one which would
be established to resuls e labor disputes in the city gos eminent in an awkward
manner. The District of Columbia Gus eminent has had a wealth of experience in
till area since 1960 and has established one of the most siable labor management
regulations in the country, What is of concern is that the District's Board of
Labor a- Mahon', etunpo.ed of two members selected by unions and two members
selected by management, with the chairman selected by the four members, has
been totally ignored in the debate which has recently centered on the desire of
Congress to impose on the District of Columbia Government some form of
compulsory arbitration board" as a substitute for collective bargaining. NVe

would like to stress to the Committee the fact that the District of Columbia
Go% eminent has never sought to unilaterally impose its desires on the unions
which it has recognized but in fact made the unions a part of the development of
the current program. The major concern that we see, nut only in the unclear
amendment submitted by Mr. McKinney or es en the pros Wows currently existing

tilt bills now before the Committee, is the apparent lack of understanding of
to eollecui. e bargalithig process and especially as it relates to the public sector.
The .McKinney amendment imposes dates for completion of the study as

being June 30, 1975 and Council action as being no later than October 1, 1975.
It fail. to recognize that the collective bargaining process with multi-year con-
tracts may frontload the salary increase or may allow for other methods of estab-
lishing pay. 11e find a serious flaw in the fact that if the District wanted to enter
into a multiple- agreement of three years w hereby deferred increases were allowed
each of those three years, this legislation would preclude such a legitimate pr( -
% ision. Section 202ib) requires that if an impasse in negotiation is reached on
or before the expiration date of the existing collective bargaining contract, the
parties must notify the Director of the Iederal Mediation and Conciliation
St rs ice who shall appoint a board of arbitrators unediation in this case is meaning-
less where settlement will be unposed by- an arbitration board). This board shall
then impose a form of compulsory arbitration on the city without true collective
bargaining taking place. Problems in the city of Detroit, Philadelphia and the
traiiit strike recently experiemed by the Washington Metrupolaan Area Transit
Authority attests to the problems of compulsory arbitration and supports the
argument that where compulsory arbitration is the only .chicle for the settlement
of negotiation impasses that meaningful collective bargaining never takes place.

Another factor which concerns the District of Columbia Government is that
we has always been ready and willing to negotiate to enter into meaningful
eolli.eiise bargaining, how us er, the UHAGIII who are so intent upon gaining recogni-
tion III order to bargain on behalf of employ yes haee des IM d any means they can
to eireunis era and to as tt.1 e bargaining. The proposals that the Congress
i. now considi ring interpose an artificial substitute for true collective bargaining.
The imposition of the procedures in both the Teachers and the Police and Fire
leilation stale. the 'owe.. of free collectis bargaining, ignores the ability to
pay and place. in the hands of a third party full ri vonsibility for setting pay
rate, leasing management only the responsibility to find the money. 11'c dot of
belies, that sehind prtigrams should bt rcduced or eliminated to pay for increases
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that a jurisdiction cannot afford or that are not justified or that require regressive
taxes be Imied to finance salary increases. We do submit that the panic . bealbuyed constantly to negotiate without artificial constraints of compulsory
arbitration or improvised gimmicks to reach a settlement or come sufficientlyclose to allow a competent mediator to close the gap. We subscribe to Theodore
Klivers statement that arbitration can only be effective 'then bargaining has
framed the issues with precision. The District's current labor program provide..the full arsenal for third party iesolutitm of disputes, including mediation and
fact-finding. tIn the case of the teacher' dispute such fact-finding was suggestedby the Federal mediators and summarily rejected by the Teachers t7nion). Inaddition, the Board of Labor Relations already established by the District
(1oernment can impose arbitration on the parties, but only after the issues havebeen well defined".

The District Government although opposed to the establishment of the laborboard in 11 R. 15777 on the grounds that it already exists in practice, believes itis infinitely better than that proposed in the McKinney amendment. Therefore,the District of Columbia Gm ernnient strongly opposes the intent and the thrustof the provisions' contained in the McKinney amendment and requests that theCongress consider no statutorily imposed labor legislation on the District Govern-
ment for police and lire, since they are already covered by such a program. TheDistrict Government believes that on the eve of self-government it has made
pmvisions for the mature conduct of labor relations winch goes far beyond thepatch work provisions contained in current bills. Experience has indicated thathis program is workable and impartial and provides for the greatest freedom forbrith sides to enter into meaningful and valuable collective bargaining.Sincerely yours,

DONALD II. WEINIIIIRO,
Director of Personnel.

GOVERNMENT or THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBI t,
CITY COUNCIL,

Washington, D.C., July 17, 1971.Hon CilAutEs C'. Moos, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia,
House of Bcprcsentatites,
Washington, D.C.

Dr at MR. CHAIRMAN 1.30th in my capacity as Chairman of the City Counciland as Chairman of its Committee on Revenue, I wish to register our strong
opposition to provisions reported in this morning's paper as being contained Intwo bills reported by your Committee yesterday which would force the CityGovernment to grant pay increases to city employees in excess of amountsbudgeted in our financial plan. This would %kW:illy force this Council to raisetaxes, a power which both the Congress at d the 'titers of the District have
already placed in the hands of the newly eh ...eed City Council after it takes officenext January.

We solidly support pay rakes contemplated in the city's budget. The Househas already approved a budget and financial plan for raises at that level. Westand firm on the proposition that any pay increase mast be achieved without
increasing any taxes in Fl" 1975. We were not consulted about the wisdom of the
measnres adopted by your Committee yesterday, but I am compelled to informyou that we feel any proposals of the type described above are contrary to thebest interests of orderly local gfi% ernment and ten unwise. We hope they wiU notbe adopted by the Congress.

Sincerely,
JonN A. Nrvius,

Chairman, City Council.
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DisTRICT Go% EliNMENT RLScoNSES To QubrtoNs o Tilt. EDUC Th.?
Suncommrrm:

I. Was the Teachers' Retirement System ever funded in the past?
The Teachers' Retirement System has been funded since 1020. The assets of

the fund, approximately $60 million, are ill% estod iu U.S. 'Treasury securities in
accordance with the District of Columbia 'Anacker,' Retirement Act. Fm t her
growth in the size of the fund is limited by statute which places a ceiling in the
as,ets of the Teachers' Retirement System. The retirement
used prior to 1968 took into account the amount of retire meld liabilities Jeer Lang
each year. The present method, hottet er, dues not follow this procediat and
therefore does: not provide for full financing.

Why and how, did this financing problem arise!
Prior to 1968, the Teachers' Retirement Sy.)tveu na, financed on a rtlatittly

strong funding basis with full prof ision for annually accruing liabilities and
inteiest on the unfunded lwbi ttt . Because of the la althy euudititw of the rt tire-
meut fund, a more moths( financing standard w a, proposed a,' mu kill:, of satisfy inn;
retirement obligations. Although the proposal reduced the amount of .1111111111
appropriations for Wailing t he fund, it guaranteed the payment of all rain in it
obligations when they fall due, diet eby salt guai ding current and futurt pens', in
benefit, to all eligible employees. The proposed change in the financing int till id
w:t, ant hialzed by Congress in 1970 with the enactments of Public Law 91 263.
How et er, since that tune, additional salary iticrii-A benefit adjiht meld and
unprecedented cost of In nig pension increases hat e wt akened the actuarial con-
dition of the fund, thus making it less sound (11.1,11 alltICIpatt d whin the financing
change was 1111thd13 proposed. For this reast Ali, tin Dkt niet Goeinnient ha,
det eloped allernatite tin.tikeuig option.) to Aiengt n the actuarial position of the
fund.

What legal safeguards should be considere1 to present. (I sound fund hereinafter.'
The District (ioeernment is firmly committed to improt lug the actuarial sound-

ness of the Teacher,' Retirement Fund. The three financing option.; presented to
the Committee are intended to accomplish this obj«.tit t. Legislation .dung the
lines suggested in the alternato.e funding approaches tt wild offer practical and
reasonable safeguards to preserve an actuarially sound fund.

2. How lung hare these options been pending in the Executice Office and whin can
the Committee reasonably expect that legislation will be a. tillable to act on!

The options tt vie desel died on a ctmceptual let tl for tht Office of Management
and Budget tWIB) on April 25, 1974 at w hick dna' they w ere
specific cost data on thin Police and Fire Retirena lit System. After actuarial data
on the Teachers' Retnement Sy stein had been (let elopt d, cost project
submitted to 0N113 on Iity 22, 1974. Meetings on the rt tirenient financing issue
have already been held between 0A1B and Distritt Got t rnint lit repusentatit es.
We are now awaiting OMB's 1P/1/011"P 10 the pn,pos«i options. A formal legi- lat it 0
proposal cannot he submitted by the District Coieeinnient until the Executive
Blanch has taken an official position on this issue.

3. Because of the similarity between the funding problem of the teachers' retire mod
and that aj police and firemen, dues the t eltt hate any pi»etion 0 /4 considering the $f in a
single bill or packageT,illt

The District tioverunwilt recognize, that jimsdietitrial rt sponsibility fur the
Pelee and Fire Retirement by stein and 'A:tellers' Itt tin tut lit by stein i, din idol
between two subcommittees of the !liaise Distliet Ctwinottet !lots mer. iota istn of
the common financing issue, "Ilarl'd 1/3 both tin nit It sy stem, and the emnpar-
able approaches we hat e den duped fur haitiig with these issues, it may be dcsir-
aide fur the full Committee to consider these in WIC legislatke package.
Since the city 's legislauee submission tua3 B pulie3, a formal
position mutt await official action on the proposals at that level.

4. Hal th..7 city onmder«! 1m:drawn to expand the aim ;.tme IV these fonds to
increase the average yield me Ouse; noshes?

(88)
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Under the Home ROIL Chatter, the city has the authority to "have custody of
all Mee stnients and invested funds Of the District ge a a runs it, or in the possession
of such government in a fiduciary capacity ..." (Section 44S (8)). Vi c are cur-
rently studying a hethcr this authority applies to the Teachers Retirement and
Annuity Fund. If not, statutory authority atll be required to take full ad% atitage
of the greater yield and cul,itat .lispruciation oppen t unities of a di%ersified invest-
ment portfolio.

5. flow does this compeer< with currant ini(stim at expEri(nce of other slate and
local jurisdictions?

In fiscal 1971, the most recent year for which national data are mailable, all
State retirement systems earned $2.2 billion on merage assets of $40.3 billion for
a net investment return of 5.5' . lIoae%er, this represents a 10 percent increase
above the 5.0%, 11% eragc rate of return in fiscal 1970. This dramatic impro%einent
attests to the import:nice of l'xittninitig rates of return on new investments made
during the year, since most jurisdictions hold a liandber of older securities in their
portfolios which du not return the sail IC y field as nea in% estawnts. Thus, in com-
paring investment yields u% er the lung run, it is necessary to examine the return
on new investments.

The present investment return on a aide range of securities reaches or exceeds
7', per year. The composite yield on the national debt of the United States a as
8.375% as of May 31, 1974. At the sante tune, special Federal securities issued to
the Social Security and Civil Service Retirement Systems a as 7.625%. An article,
published in the Nur York Tutus May 5, 1974) reported the investment return
on high y ielding securities of public utilities ranged front a low of 6.7c," to a high
of 11.1%, w nth only one casIllitl* returning less than 7%. Short-term commercial
securities issued by large blue chip ceaporations are non marked at or alio%
in response to increases in the prime lending rate.

Amalie'. consideration in zCICCtilig an interest rate assumption is the historical
relationship between interest rates in the securities market and cost-of-h% ing
increases. The U.S. 'Fruit:airy actuary advises us that a 2% differential generally
exists between .1.1.eragt, yields ut the securities market and the o% erten inflation rate.
If this pattern acre to hold at the future mid cost of living increases maintain a
longrun average of , annually, then a 7', interest assumption would appear
to be realktic.

How would changes in the id le rest assumptions affect the amount contributed by
Federal Government/

The aniount of Federal and District Government contributions depends on
the interest, salary, and cost of living assumptions ultimately seh eted, as well as
the to lationships among these assuniptienis. If the cost of In Mg and salary assetip-
tielik, used in the financial exhibits presented to the Committee are ultimately
chosen, the amount of Federal contributions a ill %air:, inversely to whateaer
changes are made in the interest assumption. For a xample, if the interest assump-
tion is low end to 6%, total Federal contributions a (add increase to $609 million
under OPTION 2 and to $497 million under OPTION 3 data on OPTION 1
are currently under development). This is because total retirement costs increase
at the same Unit ahem the amount of n ceipts a% ailable front ititerest earnings is
n deiced as a result of the lea er rate eef return. Conversely , if interest earning
assumptions acre increased, the Federal share of total costs auuld be below the
estimates shown in the financial exhibits.

6. (a) a copy of Teacher's Retirement plan.
A copy of D.C. Code Title 31, Chapter 7 entitled "Retirement eef Public School

Teachers." is; attached.
(b) an explanatiop of how anuudies arc currently determined and any cost of

living or other escalations prodded.
As pro% hied in se ctieen 31 723, an employ 's annuity is aornially computed by

taking the highest average salary for 811.% three consecuti%e y ears and multiplying
it by the sum of (a) 1.5', per y ear for the first fie e years of ser% ice, (b) 1.73',,
per year for the next five y ears of sex% ice, and (c) 2% for each year thereafter.
Thus, for example, an employ ee who has reached the age of 33 after providing 30
years eef service would rccei%e an annuity based on 56.23% of the highest three
year average. salary.

The re Grum at plan also pro% ides automatic cost of li% ing adjustments identical
to those allowed under the Civil Service Retirement System. The method of
computing annuity adjustments is described in section 31-739a. The amount of
the adostuicat dope ads upon the actual change in the Consumer Price Index. If
the current CPI exceeds the base month index (used to compute current annuities)
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by 34`," for three consecuti% e months, then annuities are increased a pereentago
equal to the highest index for the three mouth period plus au 3(.11.fillut10.1 l c, e for
the (line lag since the 1:1.4 cog of living adjustment.

tc) an explanation of the Disability Retirement Plan and a table on the percent of
fatal retirements which are disability for the last Jive years.

Disability benefits are granted in Teachers' 'Retirement S) stem fur ems
plrlyee.: who become phsicalh or mentall disabled and incapable of performing
the duties of their position. The amount of the annuitt is the lesser of. ,104,..
,f an ettiploNee's axerage sitlftry, or l2) the amount obtained in subparagraph t>
Abut e) after projecting an emplo ee's creditable sem, lee to age 60. Comp:mit it 0

data on the number of service and disability retirements during the lit e ear period
1967-1971 are given in the following table.

TABLE 1 NUMBER OF RETIREMENTS FOR TEACHERS' RETIREMENT SYSTEM. 1961 -71

Total
Service retirements Disability retirements

retirements Number Percent Number PercentYear

1967 ............................ 124 109 83 15 12
1968 116 103 89 13 II
1969 118 105 89 13 II
1910 128 113 88 15 12
1971 126 103 E2 23 18

Source Based on data from a report prepared by the U S Department of the Treasury, entitled 'District of Columbia
Teachers Retirement System: Acturial Valuation as of Dec. 31, 1971. App. A, pp. 14-15.
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